The effects of school cultural variables on the implementation of innovations in special education service delivery by Robinson, Greg Alec
Retrospective Theses and Dissertations Iowa State University Capstones, Theses andDissertations
1993
The effects of school cultural variables on the
implementation of innovations in special education
service delivery
Greg Alec Robinson
Iowa State University
Follow this and additional works at: https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd
Part of the Educational Administration and Supervision Commons, and the Special Education
and Teaching Commons
This Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by the Iowa State University Capstones, Theses and Dissertations at Iowa State University
Digital Repository. It has been accepted for inclusion in Retrospective Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of Iowa State University
Digital Repository. For more information, please contact digirep@iastate.edu.
Recommended Citation
Robinson, Greg Alec, "The effects of school cultural variables on the implementation of innovations in special education service
delivery " (1993). Retrospective Theses and Dissertations. 10857.
https://lib.dr.iastate.edu/rtd/10857
INFORMATION TO USERS 
This manuscript has been reproduced from the microfilm master. UMI 
films the text directly from the original or copy submitted. Thus, some 
thesis and dissertation copies are in typewriter face, while others may 
be from any type of computer printer. 
The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the 
copy submitted. Broken or indistinct print, colored or poor quality 
illustrations and photographs, print bleedthrough, substandard margins, 
and improper alignment can adversely affect reproduction. 
In the unlikely event that the author did not send UMI a complete 
manuscript and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if 
unauthorized copyright material had to be removed, a note will indicate 
the deletion. 
Oversize materials (e.g., maps, drawings, charts) are reproduced by 
sectioning the original, beginning at the upper left-hand comer and 
continuing from left to right in equal sections with small overlaps. Each 
original is also photographed in one exposure and is included in 
reduced form at the back of the book. 
Photographs included in the original manuscript have been reproduced 
xerographically in this copy. Higher quality 6" x 9" black and white 
photographic prints are available for any photographs or illustrations 
appearing in this copy for an additional charge. Contact UMI directly 
to order. 
University Microfilms International 
A Bell & Howell Information Company 
300 North Zeeb Road. Ann Arbor, fvll 48106-1346 USA 
313/761-4700 800/521-0600 

Order Number 9414018 
The effects of school cultural variables on the implementation of 
innovations in special education service delivery 
Robinson, Greg Alec, Ph.D. 
Iowa State University, 1993 
U M I  
300 N. ZeebRd. 
Ann Arbor, MI 48106 

The effects of school cultural variables on the implementation 
of innovations in special education service delivery 
A Dissertation Submitted to the 
Graduate Faculty in Partial Fulfillment of the 
Requirements for the Degree of 
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 
Department: Professional Studies in Education 
Major: Education (Educational Administration) 
by 
Greg Alec Robinson 
Approved: 
^kŒarge of Major Work 
fox the Department and Edueat^n Major 
For, the Graduate College 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 
1993 
Signature was redacted for privacy.
Signature was redacted for privacy.
Signature was redacted for privacy.
u 
TABLE OF CONTENTS 
CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 1 
Background 4 
Need for the Study 8 
Statement of the Problem 11 
Purposes of the Study 11 
Research Questions 12 
Hypotheses 13 
CHAPTER n. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 15 
Historical Perspective of Special Education Reform 15 
The Iowa Renewed Service Delivery System 19 
Special Education Reform and the Process of Change 22 
Special Education Reform and Culture 23 
Summary 29 
CHAPTER m. METHODOLOGY 31 
Instrumentation 31 
Initial version of the culture audit 31 
Creation of RSDS items for the audit 34 
Reliability estimates of the audit 37 
Sample Selection 39 
Procedure for the Collection of the Data 41 
Treatment of Data 42 
CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS 44 
Introduction 44 
Ill 
Key School Culture Values and Norms 46 
Testing for Differences 56 
Inclusivity 60 
CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION, LIMITATIONS, 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY 63 
Summary 63 
Findings 65 
Discussion 66 
Theoretical assumptions of school cultiire and its association with 
change 71 
Instrumentation 73 
Experimental design 79 
Summary 81 
Limitations 82 
Recommendations for Further Research 83 
BIBLIOGRAPHY 84 
APPENDIX A. COVER LETTER FOR RSDS IMPLEMENTATION SURVEY 91 
APPENDIX B. RSDS IMPLEMENTATION SURVEY 93 
APPENDIX C. COVER LETTER FOR THE SCHOOL CULTURE AUDIT 98 
APPENDIX D. SCHOOL CULTURE AUDIT 101 
APPENDIX E. LIST OF PARTICIPATING IOWA ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS ... Ill 
iv 
LIST OF TABLES 
Table 1. Key values and norms grouped into subscales 36 
Table 2. Comparison of Robinson study (1993) and Taylor study (1991) for 
Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficients for all values and norms and 
for all subscales 39 
Table 3. School means and standard deviations for values and behavioral 
norms presented for all schools (N=43) 47 
Table 4. Comparison of Robinson study (1993) (N=43) and Taylor study 
(1991) (N=18) for faculty means and standard deviations for values 
and behavioral norms with culture gap for subscales 49 
Table 5. Subscale key value means with standard deviations by total schools 
(N=43), High-user RSDS schools (N=21), and Low-user RSDS 
schools (N=22) using a five-point Likert scale 51 
Table 6. Means with standard deviations for behavioral norm subscales by 
All schools (N=43), High-user RSDS schools (N=21), and Low-user 
RSDS schools (N=22) 53 
Table 7. Means and standard deviations for values and behavioral norms 
presented by subscale groups for all schools (N=43), high-user 
RSDS schools (N=21), and low-user RSDS schools(N=22) 55 
Table 8. Repeated measures analysis of variance: Value subscales by RSDS-
user schools 58 
Table 9. Repeated measures analysis of variance: Norm subscales by RSDS-
user schools 59 
Table 10. Repeated measures analysis of variance: Inclusivity value subscale 
and Inclusivity norm subscale by RSDS-user schools 62 
1 
CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
"How can it be, then, that so much school reform has taken 
place over the last century yet schooling appears to be pretty much 
the same as it has always been?" (Cuban, 1988, p. 341) 
When Cuban attempted to categorize innovations that occurrxed over the 
last century, he found two types of changes which he categorized as being either a 
first- or second-order type of change. First-order changes "attempt to increase the 
overall effectiveness and efficiency of what is being done in the organization 
"without disturbing the basic organizational features, (or) without substantially 
altering the way that children and adults perform their roles" (p. 342), Second-
order changes requires restructuring of how an organization is put together and 
what are the goals, structures, and roles of the organization. Recently, special 
education has initiated reform that is considered a second order change. 
Over the past seventeen years federal and state laws assured students with 
disabilities a free and appropriate education. Although the intent of these efforts 
was to provide services to a population of students with diverse learning and 
behavioral needs, critics contend that special education services have become a 
sentence and not a service. Students have been subjected to norm-referenced 
testing which has done little to assist teachers in facilitating individualized 
instruction; instead, it has resulted in placement in special education programs 
(e.g., learning disabilities classroom) and labeling. Services typically have 
occurred through pull-out or self contained programs that are not always located 
in the local attendance center or district where students would have attended if 
not disabled. Curriculum is not always specialized; it may be a watered down 
version of regular education material. The purposes of mainstreaming students 
are unclear and undefined. In summary, services for students with special needs 
2 
are often not adapted to fit the individual needs of students, but more of students 
having to adapt to fit existing services. 
Past practices in special education have resulted in a call for alternative 
services to students with disabilities. The Renewed Service Delivery System 
(RSDS) (Iowa Department of Education, 1988) provides irmovative alternatives 
in how students are assessed, taught, and monitored, and where they will go to 
school. To ensure success of the RSDS, educators need to identify the staff beliefs 
and norms that make second-order change possible. 
Fullan (1991) suggests most educational changes have been first-order 
changes whose goals were aimed at improving already existing organizations. 
For special education, these changes were initially driven by the passage of The 
Education for All Handicapped Act of 1975 (PL 94-142). Second-order change 
efforts in special education have largely failed. These failures may have occurred 
due to what Fullan describes as the inability of members of organizations to 
make the connection that change in practice only occurs when what people think 
and do, matches their materials, teaching approaches, and beliefs. For the RSDS 
to be successful, there must be a match between beliefs and norms of behavior 
and the innovations being recommended. 
The beliefs and values of an organization and its normative behaviors 
constitute the culture of the organization. Beliefs are tenets, opinions, or 
judgments that result in a conviction or acceptance that certain things are true or 
real. Values are the social principles, goals, or standards held or accepted by an 
individual, class, or society that tend to determine the choices people make. 
Finally, normative behaviors are the unwritten rules of behavior that would be 
expected in a productive and cohesive organization. These deep seated rules of 
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behavior tend to influence how people in an organization function and can have 
a definite impact on future behavior. 
Beliefs, values, and norms have been found to be important in several 
organizations. Peters and Waterman (1982) examined what it was that 
differentiated successful businesses from those that are unsuccessful. They 
found that the people within the organization made the difference. When the 
overall organization was exhibiting a strong cohesive culture the business was 
more apt to be productive and out-perform those organizations where a weaker 
or poor cohesive culture existed. These ideas are supported by Sweeney (1986) 
who has written, "values lead to norms which either drive the organization or 
mire it in mediocrity" (p.136). 
The importance of organizational culture is championed by Deal and 
Kennedy (1982). As a result of a study of organizations. Deal and Kermedy 
concluded an organization's future performance can be predicted by examining 
their culture since "even roughly defined, culture has a very strong influence on 
a company's behavior over time. And the influence is predictable" (p.l29). 
Deal & Peterson (1990) view culture as a powerful force but indicate that 
trying to shape it, change it, or fight it can have serious repercussions. Fullan 
and Hargreaves (1991) caution that principals can feel these repercussions if they 
are insensitive to or fail to appreciate even small changes that transgress sacred 
elements of the school culture. 
Finally, Schein (1985) who has conducted much of the seminal research on 
culture further clarifies the importance of culture by defining culture as "a 
pattern of shared basic assumptions that the group learned as it solved its 
problems of external adaptation and internal integration, that has worked well 
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enough to be considered valid and, therefore be taught to new members as the 
correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to those problems" (p. 12). 
Schein cautions that changing a culture is not simple; rather, it is an 
evolutionary, complex process that will thwart change if not properly executed. 
Therefore it seems likely a second-order change like the RSDS is possible if it is 
aligned with the organizational culture being influenced by these irmovations. If 
the beliefs and norms of the organization match the types of changes being 
implemented by the RSDS, improved services for students at-risk or needed 
special education can be realized. 
Background 
During the 1980's, public education was under close scrutiny. Numerous 
essays and studies examined the effectiveness and efficiency of instructional and 
support services provided to students in K-12 schools. These investigations 
included not only regular education (National Commission on Excellence in 
Education, 1983; Holmes, 1986), but special education (Will, 1986) as well. 
Analyses of past special education service delivery systems (Will, 1986; 
Iowa Department of Education, 1988) resulted in the identification of several 
concerns related to the effectiveness of special education. These concerns 
included: 
1. Special education was separated from general education in the process of 
delivering services to students requiring special education. 
2. There is a heavy reliance on pull-out programs as the primary delivery 
method. 
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3. The movement toward excellence in education has possible negative 
implications for students at the lower end of the academic achievement 
continuum. 
4. Over-referral of students and over-identification of students to be placed 
in special education programs. 
5. The types of programs and services available through special education 
were strictly limited to students determined to be eligible to receive such 
services. 
6. The requirements of special education laws and regulations severely 
limited the number of students that can benefit from such services, and 
maintained a level of rigidity in the options that are available to those 
who are eligible. 
7. An overemphasis on standardized assessment techniques utilized 
primarily to determine whether a given student is eligible for special 
education programs and services. 
8. The curriculum typically provided to students requiring special education 
is a reflection of the general education curriculum; parallel in nature, but 
perhaps delivered at a slower pace with supposedly more concrete 
applications. Insufficient attention has been given to the special education 
student's ability to generalize what has been learned and in applying the 
skills acquired in daily living. 
9. The evaluation of special education activities is too frequently based upon 
program availability rather than student outcomes. 
Given these fiscal, programmatic, and persormel constraints and the ever 
growing unmet learning and behavioral needs of more students, one crucial 
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recommendation by Will (1986) has been for increased collaboration between 
regular and special education. She suggested consideration be given to the 
relaxation of some of the regulatory requirements through the creation of 
irmovative service delivery systems. This initiative, first known as the Regular 
Education Initiative (REI), spawned several irmovations that became a 
significant part of a second wave of educational reform in special education (Lily, 
1988). The initial reform which influenced special education was the passage of 
The Education for All Handicapped Act of 1975 (PL 94-142) which guaranteed free 
and appropriate education for students with special needs. The REI proposed the 
merger or blurring of regular and special education services (Stainback & 
Stainback, 1984, 1988). Critics (Kauffman, Gerber, & Semmel, 1988; Hallahan and 
Kauffman, 1988) contended the initiative, although named for regular education, 
was hatched without inviting regular education personnel to the table when the 
blueprints were being developed. Thus there was no ownership on the part of 
regular education. 
Proponents for REI indicated success is dependent on developing and 
implementing specific strategies in a comprehensive delivery of regular 
education services that meets the needs of students at-risk or in need of special 
education. These strategies include curriculum-based assessment, use of teacher 
assistance team, cooperative learning techniques, consultative teachers, and the 
application of effective teaching methods such as direct instruction and mastery 
learning (McKinney and Hocutt, 1988). 
The Iowa Department of Education created the Renewed Service Delivery 
System (RSDS) (1988) to meet the needs of students at-risk and in need of 
continued special education services. The RSDS was developed as a result of 
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numerous meetings and input from over four thousand parents, teachers, 
administrators, support persormel, and advocates. The results of these efforts 
yielded seven major themes which have become the foundation for the RSDS. 
1. Integration of regular and special education resources. 
2. Recognizing the expertise of special education support (e.g., consultants, 
school psychologists, social workers, speech pathologists, occupational and 
physical therapists, etc.) and instructional persormel (e.g., teachers) in 
addressing the challenges of education. 
3. Support services persormel not be limited to providing services to 
students requiring special education. 
4. The range of intervention alternatives be broadened. 
5. The preferred environment for services be the local attendance center. 
6. Outcomes of services for students requiring special education be 
improved. 
7. An increased emphasis on the meaningful involvement of parents in the 
educational process. 
Since the REI, and subsequently the RSDS, were first proposed there has 
been considerable debate over the programs, resulting in calls for policy analysis 
(McKirmey & Hocutt, 1988) and a study of the assumptions (Kauffman, Gerber, & 
Semmel, 1988) which serve as the cornerstone themes. It was Welch (1989) 
however, that suggested that for this second wave of reform to be successful, the 
culture must again be analyzed to determine if there is sufficient readiness to 
ensure the success of these new innovations. 
Welch noted the old adage that those who do not learn from history and 
its mistakes are doomed to repeat it. In examining the two waves of special 
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educational reform, he noted that although teachers were in general 
philosophical agreement with PL 94-142, their actions proved they were resistant 
to specific beliefs, including the integration of students with disabilities into 
regular education. 
Welch pointed out the changes established through PL 94-142, regardless 
of their merit, were imposed on a culture not ready for change. The beliefs and 
values needed to support activities required by the change were not present, 
therefore the change became a first-order type. The people within the 
organization were simply not ready for this type of transformation. It seems 
likely the same question needs to be addressed as we strive to implement the 
RSDS. 
Need for the Study 
Six years after the REI and four years after the RSDS were first mentioned, 
some changes in service delivery have occurred for students at-risk or in need of 
special education services. Numerous studies (Reschly, Casey, and Grimes, 1987; 
Reschly, Robinson, Volmer, and Wilson, 1988; Kavale, 1989; Reiher, Reschly, and 
Gritzmacher, 1990; Reschly, Robinson, and Ward, 1990; Reschly, Robinson, 
Ward, Flugum, Colbert, and Yoo, 1990; Sitlington, Frank, and Carson, 1990) have 
examined past special education services as well as collected baseline data for 
some of the irmovations proposed by the RSDS. None of these studies, however, 
examined the culture of the schools affected, or attempted to examine elements 
of culture which may support the type of changes being proposed in special 
education. 
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If the culture of these schools does not support these changes, innovations 
which have stemmed from the REI and RSDS are doomed. They will at best 
support first-order types of change. Developing an instrument to predict 
whether the culture supports a school's implementation of RSDS innovations 
would assist schools currently struggling with higher order change. It would also 
assist schools who wish to implement higher order change in the future. 
Although there has been considerable study of cultural variables in 
anthropological and sociological research, there is limited research on the topic 
as it applies to school. Taylor (1991) studied the culture of eighteen schools and 
found values such as respect, collegiality, teamwork, belonging, and caring as 
important in schools which were productive. Research that pertains to culture 
supporting special education change is virtually non-existent. While federal, 
state, and local officials call for a more collaborative approach in the delivery of 
educational services to students with special needs, educators are hard pressed to 
implement a program that will ensure success. It appears that examining the 
culture may be a key factor in determining the success of RSDS irmovations. 
Attempts to assess the culture of schools have been limited. Prior to 1990 
only two instruments were available for this purpose. The School Work Culture 
Profile (Snyder, 1988) was developed to assist in plarming staff and program 
development and provide information related to organizational assessment. It 
has also been tested for content validity and reliability. The School Culture 
Survey (Schainker and Roberts, 1986) has not undergone scrutiny for validity 
and reliability purposes. This survey has been used more within school settings 
to facilitate change or improvement. 
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Although others have developed various lists of factors, scales, and 
attributes related to school culture (Deal, 1985; Saphier & King, 1985; Schein, 
1985), it was not until 1990 that a more generic school culture audit was 
developed, the School Culture Audit (Taylor, 1991). Taylor's instrument 
identified values and norms of staff behavior that reflected key constructs and 
indicators related to organizational success. The values and norms included: 
Group Support, Enabling, Productivity and Motivation. Each construct included 
several indicators. Combined together, these four constructs represented a 
concept entitled. Productive School Culture (PSC) which assessed school culture. 
No specific questions were included that relate to key beliefs, values, or norme 
which would serve as a basis for predicting success of innovations like those 
proposed by the RSDS themes. Although it may be assumed there are common 
values and norms that are associated with the school that support effectiveness 
and perhaps change, those values and norms specific to implementing special 
education irmovations are not known. 
This study was designed to examine additional values and norms of staff 
behavior believed to be associated with the cornerstone themes of the RSDS. 
These values and norms are representative of, "Inclusivity" and will be 
incorporated into Taylor's instrument. There is a need to know if there are 
specific values and norms of staff behavior present in schools that are more 
successful in the implementation of innovations associated with the RSDS. To 
see if these values and norms of staff behavior pertaining to Inclusivity are 
found to be present in schools that are more successful in the implementation of 
innovations associated with the RSDS, Taylor's instrument was revised to 
include this Inclusivity construct. The concept of PSC which the instrument 
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assesses was also revised and is now titled. Inclusive Productive School Culture 
(IPSC). 
Statement of the Problem 
It is seventeen years since the passage of PL 94-142. The federal law has 
been amended and is now known as Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 
(PL 101-476). The second wave of reform currently being championed by the 
REI/RSDS supporters, is influencing regular education and special education as 
well. 
Previously, the groundwork has been laid in this paper that culture affects 
change and the changes in service delivery as proposed by the RSDS are believed 
to be a significant departure when compared to past practices. The School 
Culture Audit is an instrument that appears to be a valid and reliable instrument 
used to assess the culture of schools. What is not known is if there are specific 
values and norms presently needed to ensure success for the RSDS innovations. 
Therefore, the problem for this study is to determine if there is a relationship 
between specific values and norms of schools and the success in the 
implementation of RSDS innovations. 
Purposes of the Study 
This study was conducted to determined if there are specific values and 
norms related to change in special education services that could be included in a 
recently developed school culture instrument. This instrument was 
administered to elementary school administrators, regular education teachers, 
and special education teachers to see if there is a relationship between the culture 
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of their schools and the implementation success of RSDS irmovations. The 
purposes of the study were: 
1. Determine if there are a specific set of beliefs and normative behavior 
associated with the RSDS irmovations. 
2. Determine the relationship of the relative strengths of specific values and 
normative behavior between High user and Low user schools of the RSDS 
innovations. 
3. Determine if there is a relationship between the culture of the school and 
success in the implementation of RSDS themes. 
Research Questions 
The study addressed eight research questions in an effort to determine the 
relative strength of the culture in schools implementing the RSDS. The first five 
research questions examined values and norms of staff in all of the schools, 
followed by three research questions developed to examine the difference in 
High-user RSDS schools and Low-user RSDS schools. 
1. What is the relative strength of Group Support values. Enabling values. 
Productivity values. Motivation values, and Inclusivity values of staff? 
2. What is the relative strength of Group Support norms. Enabling norms. 
Productivity norms. Motivation norms, and Inclusivity norms of staff? 
3. Are there differences in the relative strength of Group Support values. 
Enabling values. Productivity values. Motivation values, and Inclusivity 
values of staff? 
4. Are there differences in the relative strength of Group Support values. 
Enabling values. Productivity values. Motivation values, and Inclusivity 
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values of staff between High-user RSDS schools and Low-user RSDS 
schools? 
5. Are there differences in the relative strength of Group Support norms. 
Enabling norms. Productivity norms. Motivation norms, and Inclusivity 
norms of staff? 
6. Are there differences in the relative strength of Group Support norms. 
Enabling norms, Productivity norms. Motivation norms, and Inclusivity 
norms of staff between High-user RSDS schools and Low-user RSDS 
schools? 
7. Are there differences between the relative strength of staff values and 
norms in the construct of Inclusivity? 
8. Are there differences between the relative strength of staff values and 
norms in the construct of Inclusivity between High-user RSDS schools 
and Low-user RSDS schools? 
Hypotheses 
1. There are significant differences in the relative strength of Group Support 
values. Enabling values. Productivity values. Motivation values, and 
Inclusivity values of staff. 
2. There are significant differences in the relative strength of Group Support 
values. Enabling values. Productivity values. Motivation values, and 
Inclusivity values of staff between High-user RSDS schools and Low-user 
RSDS schools. 
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3. There are significant differences in the relative strength of Group Support 
norms, Enabling norms. Productivity norms. Motivation norms, and 
Inclusivity norms of staff. 
4. There are significant differences in the relative strength of Group Support 
norms. Enabling norms. Productivity norms. Motivation norms, and 
Inclusivity norms of staff between High-user RSDS schools and Low-user 
RSDS schools. 
5. There are significant differences between the relative strength of staff 
values and norms in the construct of Inclusivity. 
6. There are significant differences between the relative strength of staff 
values and norms in the construct of Inclusivity between High-user RSDS 
schools and Low-user RSDS schools. 
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CHAPTER n. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Historical Perspective of Special Education Reform 
In the early 1900% public schools began to recognize more students were 
beginning to enroll who were having trouble learning or were difficult to 
manage. Sarason and Doris (1979) attributed the diversity in the range of 
students' behavioral and learning abilities to increases in immigration, 
compulsory school attendance, and other progressive reforms. Many educators 
perceived the solution to this dilemma as removing these students from regular 
education and providing special education in separate classrooms (Skrtic, 1987). 
By the 1930's, the use of the special education classrooms was in place in most 
large districts, and by the end of World War n it was being used throughout the 
country (Reynolds and Rosen, 1976). 
The special class model was left unchallenged until the 1960's when it 
became controversial because some contended it did not allow equal access to 
educational opportunity (Dunn, 1968). The response to this dilemma was an 
attempt to reintegrate or mainstream students, primarily with mild disabilities, 
back into the regular education environment. 
Special education had to reorganize itself as a resource/consulting service 
which led to the mainstreaming model replacing the special class model (Skrtic, 
1987). This served as the cornerstone model to serve students with special needs 
and precipitated the passage of The Education for All Handicapped Act of 1975 
(PL 94-142). This service delivery model was left intact and functioned without 
major challenges until the mid-1980's when rumblings of reform again crept into 
the professional literature (Will, 1986; Reynolds, Wang, and Walberg, 1987). 
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Will (1986) contends that the system in place which utilized pull-out 
classroom models and categorical labeling of disabilities was failing. She asserted 
services were dependent on students having to fail first before being helped and 
that students were stigmatized by the categorical labeling. She also was 
concerned with low expectations for student achievement in these programs and 
that there were many students in need of remediation who were left unserved 
due to current eligibility criteria. Will proposed services to students with special 
needs and to those who were at-risk in obtaining an education become a shared 
responsibility between regular and special educators. 
Will's position, which was later called the Regular Education Initiative 
(REI), was initially supported by Reynolds, Wang, and Walberg (1986) who were 
strong in their criticism of the current delivery system. They described the 
system as stigmatizing in that learning problems were always viewed as the 
result of student deficits rather than faulty environments and that placement in 
pull-out programs was subject to arbitrary identification procedures rather than 
aimed at remediating student needs. They called for a general restructuring of 
special education services for students with mild to moderate disabilities that 
would feature mixed categorical models, the use of curriculum-based 
identification systems, and building based collaborative models like building 
assistance teams. 
Hallahan and Kauffman (1988) countered that to accept these proposed 
changes would mean rejecting assumptions that have served as the foundation 
for special education services in American education. These include the 
following: 
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1. Some students are different from most in ways that are important for 
education, and special education—not the usual or typical education—is 
required to meet their needs. In the context of public education, these 
students should be identified as exceptional. 
2. Not all teachers are equipped to teach all students. Special expertise is 
required by teachers of exceptional students because such students present 
particularly difficult instructional problems. 
3. Students who need special education, as well as the funds and persormel 
required to provide appropriate education for them, must be clearly 
identified to ensure that exceptional students receive appropriate services. 
4. Education outside the regular classroom is sometimes required for some 
part of the school day to meet some students' needs. 
5. The options of special education outside the regular classroom and special 
provisions within the regular classroom are required to ensure 
educational opportunity for exceptional students. The most important 
equity issue is quality of instruction, not the place of instruction. 
Proponents of restructuring (Biklen and Zollers, 1986; Gartner and Lipsky, 
1987, 1989; Lilly, 1988; Reschly, 1988; Reynolds, Wang, and Walberg, 1986; Will, 
1986; and Stainback and Stainback, 1984, 1988) see things differently. Kauffman 
(1989) has summarized their assumptions: 
1. Students are more alike than they are different, even in the most unusual 
cases. The same basic principles apply to the learning of all students. 
2. Good teachers can teach all students; all good teachers use the same basic 
techniques and strategies. Special education has become a convenient way 
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for general educators to avoid their responsibility to teach all students, 
leading to a decline in the quality of instruction for all students. 
3. All children can be provided a high quality education without identifying 
some students as different or special, and without maintaining separate 
budgets, training programs, teachers, or classes for some students. 
4. Education outside the regular classroom in not required for anyone. 
5. Physically separate education is inherently discriminatory and unequal. 
The differences between these groups advocating for special education lies 
in their basic approach. Reformers see current special education practices as 
stigmatizing and not student centered. Excessive pull-out programming and use 
of arbitrary assessment practices seem commonplace. Reformers prefer a more 
integrated, more student centered model, the use of curriculum-based 
assessment, teacher assistance teams, cooperative learning techniques, 
consultative teachers, and the application of other effective teaching methods 
such as direct instruction and mastery learning (McKirmey and Hocutt, 1988). 
Traditionalists prefer a cascade of services that provide assistance to 
students with special needs in the regular classroom where appropriate, with 
pull-out programs to assist students who are disabled. Traditionalists do not see 
the amount of pull-out being done as excessive. They also favor the current 
system that provide protections for identified students through maintaining 
restrictive categorical eligibility procedures that ensure resources, both fiscal and 
personnel, will not be diverted to ineligible students. Reformers would like to 
see more flexibility in this area. 
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The Iowa Renewed Service Delivery System 
The Iowa Department of Education created the Renewed Service Delivery 
System (RSDS) (1988) to meet the needs of students at-risk and in need of special 
education services. Special educators in Iowa viewed the REI with great interest. 
Concerns regarding the REI appeared to center around the idea that special 
educators were calling for service delivery reform that influenced regular 
education, yet no regular educators had been involved in the planning process 
when the tenets of the REI were formed. 
To avoid this dilemma in Iowa, the RSDS was developed as a result of 
numerous meetings and input from over four thousand parents, teachers, 
administrators, support personnel, and advocates. The results of these efforts 
yielded major concerns with the current system and seven major themes which 
have subsequently become the foundation for the RSDS. The major concerns 
identified include: 
1. Special education was separated from general education in the process of 
delivering services to students requiring special education. 
2. There is a heavy reliance on pull-out programs as the primary delivery 
method. 
3. The movement toward excellence in education has possible negative 
implications for students at the lower end of the academic achievement 
continuum. 
4. Over-referral of students and over-identification of students to be placed 
in special education programs. 
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The types of programs and services available through special education 
were strictly limited to students determined to be eligible to receive such 
services. 
The requirements of special education laws and regulations severely 
limited the number of students that can benefit from such services, and 
maintained a level of rigidity in the options that are available to those 
who are eligible. 
An overemphasis on standardized assessment techniques utilized 
primarily to determine whether a given student is eligible for special 
education programs and services. 
The curriculum typically provided students requiring special education is 
a reflection of the general education curriculum, parallel in nature, but 
perhaps delivered at a slower pace with supposedly more concrete 
applications. Insufficient attention has been given to the special education 
student's ability to generalize what has been learned and in applying the 
skills acquired in daily living. 
The evaluation of special education activities is too frequently based upon 
program availability rather than student outcomes. 
Seven major themes serve as the cornerstone for the RSDS: 
Integration of regular and special education resources. 
Recognizing the expertise of special education support (e.g., consultants, 
school psychologists, social workers, speech pathologists, occupational and 
physical therapists, etc.) and instructional personnel (e.g., teachers) in 
addressing the challenges of education. 
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3. Support services persormel not be limited to providing services to 
students requiring special education. 
4. Broaden the range of intervention alternatives, 
5. The preferred environment for services be the local attendance center. 
6. Outcomes of services for students requiring special education be 
improved. 
7. An increased emphasis on the meaningful involvement of parents in the 
educational process. 
Once these major themes were identified, the Bureau of Special Education 
of the Iowa Department of Education began to allow area education agencies to 
put together trial site applications which would allow local school districts to 
implement alternative services to students with special needs, or who were at-
risk in obtaining an education. These services could include: alternative 
assessment practices that were more of a problem-solving nature, innovative 
curriculum interventions, use of progress monitoring techniques, and some 
flexibility in categorizing students with educational disability labels. Certain 
waivers from state rules could be granted to area education agencies serving as 
trial sites, and some fiscal protection was also provided to local school districts 
involved in the implementation of irmovations. The first opportunity for trial 
site petitions resulted in six area education agencies making applications. Four 
applications were subsequently approved and the RSDS had its first trial sites. 
The area education agencies approved included Lakeland Area Education Agency 
#3 in Cylinder, Area Education Agency #6 in Marshalltown, Loess Hills Area 
Education Agency #13 in Council Bluffs, and Southern Prairie Area Education 
Agency #15, in Ottumwa. 
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Special Education Reform and the Process of Change 
When considering the breadth and depth of the RSDS cornerstone 
themes, successful institutionalization of these irmovations may require what 
Cuban (1988) defines as a second-order type of change. Second-order changes 
require restructuring of how an organization is put together and what are the 
goals, structures, and roles of the organization. This is in contrast to a first-order 
change which Cuban defines as attempting to increase the effectiveness and 
efficiency of the organization's activities without changing roles or the basic 
structure of the organization. Success of the RSDS innovations would lead to 
the necessary restructuring of the Iowa special education organization and its 
goals, structure, and role. Fullan (1991) contends most educational reforms 
whether intended to be first- or second-order have resulted in being first-order 
types of changes. 
The inability to achieve second-order type of change in schools has been 
attributed to many possible causes. Fullan (1991) contends school staff are unable 
to understand that change in their daily routines will only occur when what they 
think and do, matches their materials, teaching approaches, and beliefs. This 
will not occur unless the culture of the school is prepared to accept these changes 
(Welch, 1989). Preparing for this match in beliefs and actions takes time. What 
staff members espoused values are and what activities they do may be different. 
This concept will be discussed more in depth later in this chapter. 
Fullan (1991) contends if major change is to occur, there is a need to 
understand both the process of change that occurs in schools and the meaning 
change has for those involved. Remembering that change is a process and not 
an event is important to keep in mind when considering the magnitude of the 
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RSDS. Research has indicated that it takes 3 to 5 years to implement meaningful 
change in schools (Fullan, 1982; Gersten, Carnine, Zoref, and Cronin, 1986; Hall 
and Loucks, 1978). Loucks-Horsley and Roody (1990) warned that when PL 94-142 
was passed into law, this single event did not cause special education to change. 
Educators needed to react to the mandate and adjust their behaviors. This meant 
new procedures needed to be adopted so the changes could actually be made. 
While an event may stimulate change, like the passage of PL 94-142 did for 
mandated special education services, or Madeline Will's call for shared 
responsibility did for the REL or in Iowa the RSDS, Loucks-Horsley and Roody 
(1990) caution it is what happens after the event that occupies people's attention 
and their thinking. They summarized change research as it applies to the 
REI/RSDS by reminding reformers: 1) change typically takes 3 to 5 years; 2) 
teachers and administrators need concrete, specific models of innovations rather 
than philosophical arguments; 3) effective models can be replicated across 
districts and schools; 4) change programs need to provide a wide range of support 
and help to teachers and administrators; and 5) those advocating change need to 
move away from mandates and rhetoric as their primary interventions (p. 55). 
Special Education Reform and Culture 
The advances being proposed by proponents of the REI/RSDS are the most 
significant since the initial passage of PL 94-142. The breadth of the innovations 
being proposed could have such an influence on the current delivery system that 
it has been referred to in special education circles as "the second wave of 
educational reform" (Lily, 1988). Welch (1989) contends the fervor associated 
with this latest reform movement is reminiscent of the discussion surrounding 
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the imminent passage of PL 94-142 back in 1975. Welch raises a concern, 
however, that special educators need to learn from their past if this latest reform 
effort is to be successful. Although there was general philosophical agreement 
with the guiding principles of PL 94-142, Home (1985) found most teachers were 
resistant to the integration of students with disabilities into the regular education 
setting. Reasons explaining this resistance have included teachers having a 
limited knowledge base and lack of experience in working with students with 
disabilities, and a lack of technical support from specialists (Home, 1985; 
Jamieson, 1984). 
Welch (1989) sees it differently. He feels the resistance was due in part to 
changes being imposed upon a culture that was not prepared for the change. 
Failure to consider the culture resulted in "a less-than-receptive (and perhaps 
restrictive) environment in which to integrate handicapped students" (p. 537). 
Although the concept of culture is relatively new in educational circles, it 
is a term familiar to the professions of sociology and anthropology. From 
research done by sociologists and anthropologists cultures have been identified 
in societies and communities as important factors in determining both 
individual and group behavior (Taylor, 1991). During the 1930's and 1940's 
organizational researchers began to realize the importance of culture in the 
workplace. Research conducted during this period (Follett, 1941; Roethlisberger 
and Dickson, 1939; and Barnard, 1938) found a significant relationship between 
the norms, sentiments, values, and interactions of members of the organization 
and their effect on performance and productivity. 
Forty years later researchers are still finding the same relationship. Deal's 
(1985) observation that "a strong culture has almost always been the driving force 
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behind continuing success in American business" (p. 5). Peters and Waterman 
(1982) found strong, cohesive cultures inspired high performance and 
productivity and that people made the difference. This was supported by Deal 
and Kermedy (1982) who noted that "the people who built the companies for 
which America is famous all worked obsessively to create strong cultures within 
their organizations" (p. 8). Over and over, organizations who made a difference 
over the long term, did so in part due to an organizational culture that promoted 
excellence. 
As with many terms utilized by scientists and educators, there appears to 
be numerous definitions and applications of the term culture, depending on one's 
orientation or biases. This is further exacerbated by confusion with the concept 
of climate (Schein, 1985). According to Denison (1990), much of the confusion 
stems from the fact they both "must explain the way in which the behavioral 
characteristics of a system affect the behavior of individuals, while at the same 
time explain the way in which the behavior of individuals, over time, creates the 
characteristics of an organizational system" (p. 24). A distinction of the terms is 
useful. Sweeney (1988) wrote that school climate "is a term used to describe how 
people feel about working and learning in their organization" (p. 1). It focuses on 
perceptions and reflects attitudes about how people feel about working in an 
organization. In contrast, most definitions of culture tend to emphasize that 
culture encompasses beliefs and values that influence the way members of an 
organization think and behave (Taylor, 1991). 
With the increased emphasis on culture in the workplace Denison (1990) 
noted that the cultural literature "though in some ways addressing a similar 
phenomenon to organizational climate, has a different emphasis and flavor, and 
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has addressed a number of aspects of organizational behavior that have been 
neglected by those who have chosen the climate approach to the study of 
behavior in organizations" (p. 27). 
"The cultural perspective has focused on the basic values, beliefs, and 
assumptions that are present in organizations, the patterns of behavior that 
result from these shared meanings, and the symbols that express the links 
between assumptions, values, and behavior to an organization's members" 
(Denison, 1990, p. 27). Although definitions of culture vary, they usually 
emphasize the beliefs and values associated with the way members of 
organizations think and behave. Schein (1985, 1992), who has studied the 
concept of culture extensively, defines the culture of a group as "a pattern of 
shared basic assumptions that the group learned as it solved its problems of 
external adaptation and internal integration, that has worked well enough to be 
considered valid and, therefore, to be taught to new members as the correct way 
to perceive, think, and feel in relation to those problems" (p. 12). Taylor (1991) 
after an exhaustive review of the culture literature proposed an application of 
the concept as it applies to schools. "School culture, refers to the underlying 
beliefs, values, and assumptions that are present in a specific school organization 
and the manifestation of these beliefs, values, and assumptions through norms 
of behaviors that serve to guide and direct the group's members" (p. 18). 
Breaking down these cultural definitions means adding clarity to the 
terms, values, assumptions, and norms. Values refer to abstract ideas that influence 
thinking and action in an organization (Namus, 1992). Schein (1992) views 
values as reflecting someone's sense of what ought to be as distinct from what is. 
They inform us of what to do and what not to do. They are the guiding 
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principles in our lives with respect to the social and personal ends we desire 
(Kouzes and Posner, 1993). When members of a group agree to act on these 
specific beliefs and the result is positive, these values go through a process which 
Schein (1992) refers to as cognitive transformation that results in the values or 
beliefs becoming shared by the group. If this pattern of success continues, these 
shared values then lead to the development of shared assumptions. 
Assumptions are the end result of when a solution to a problem works 
repeatedly (Schein, 1992). What once was held as a value tends to become a 
reality. If basic assumptions within an organization are strong, behaviors which 
are based on some other notion become difficult for the organization to imagine. 
Norms are shared group expectations about appropriate behavior 
(Muchinsky, 1990). Norms are unwritten rules that govern behavior. 
Muchinsky (1990) has identified several important properties of norms. These 
properties are: 
1. A norm represents an "oughtness" or "shouldness"—that is, prescriptions 
for behavior. 
2. Norms are usually more obvious for behavior judged to be important for 
the group. 
3. Norms are enforced by the group. 
4. The degree that norms are shared and the degree that deviations are 
acceptable vary (p. 280). 
Muchinsky envisions a three-step process for developing norms. First, the 
norm must be defined and communicated. Second, the group must be able to 
monitor behavior and judge whether the norm is being followed. Third, the 
group must be able to reward others who follow the norm and punish those who 
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do not. The more individuals conform, the more cohesive the group becomes 
and the more their behavior becomes predictable. 
Can culture be assessed and renewed? Both appear feasible. Taylor (1991) 
found the "organizational research on culture coupled with the development of 
instruments used to measure it through assessing norms of behavior, have 
provided evidence that culture offers significant insights into the productivity of 
organizations and of positively affecting that productivity" (p. 19). The idea of 
assessing norms of behavior to give an indication of the culture of an 
organization has led to the development of several scales. Allen and Pilnick 
(1983) developed the Culture Norm Profile to examine the gaps between existing 
norms of behavior and those desired by members of an organization. A similar 
instrument, the Kilman-Saxton Culture Gap Survey (Kilman and Saxton, 1983) 
found "the larger the culture gap, the greater the likelihood that the current 
norms are hindering performance" (p. 59). 
Attempts to assess the culture of schools have been limited. Prior to 1990 
only two instruments were available for this purpose. The School Work Culture 
Profile (Snyder, 1988) was developed to assist in planning staff and program 
development and provide information related to organizational assessment. It 
has also been tested for content validity and reliability. The School Culture 
Survey (Schainker and Roberts, 1986) has not undergone scrutiny for validity 
and reliability purposes This survey has been used more within school settings 
to facilitate change or improvement. 
Although others have developed various lists of factors, scales, and 
attributes related to school culture (Deal, 1985; Saphier & King, 1985; Schein, 
1985), it was not until 1990 that a more generic school culture audit was 
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developed, the School Culture Audit (Taylor, 1991). Taylor's instrument 
identified values and norms of staff behavior that reflected key constructs and 
indicators related to organizational success. The values and norms included: 
Group Support, Enabling, Productivity and Motivation. Each construct included 
several indicators. Combined together, these four constructs represented a 
concept entitled. Productive School Culture (PSC) which assessed school culture. 
No specific questions were included that relate to key beliefs, values, or norms 
which would serve as a basis for predicting success of innovations like those 
proposed by the RSDS themes. Although it may be assumed there are common 
values and norms that are associated with the school that support effectiveness 
and perhaps change, those values and norms specific to implementing special 
education innovations are not known. 
Summary 
Special education has not remained immune from reform since its 
inception in American schools over the past century. The success, or lack of, 
each proposed reform has largely been dependent on how well the recipients of 
the reform have been prepared. Change is difficult and anxiety provoking. 
Understanding the process of change is essential, but will not necessarily result 
in achieving desired outcomes unless the culture of the organization, or in this 
case the culture of schools, is identified and understood. To be able to decipher 
complex values, assumptions, and norms of schools will go a long way in 
creating the necessary atmosphere to implement changes that will make schools 
more productive. Attempts must be made to understand if there is a 
relationship between certain types of change and culture, or in the case of the 
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present study, if there is a relationship between specific values and norms of 
elementary school staff and the implementation of irmovations associated with 
the RSDS. 
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CHAPTER m. METHODOLOGY 
This study was designed to determine if schools successful in 
implementing innovations associated with the Renewed Service Delivery 
System (RSDS) exhibit a specific set of values and norms. The major elements of 
this study outlined in this chapter are: 1) instrumentation, 2) sample selection, 3) 
procedures for the collection of the data, and 4) treatment of data. 
Instrumentation 
Initial version of the culture audit 
When the researcher first approached his major professor. Dr. James 
Sweeney, with the idea of assessing key values and behavioral norms of schools 
associated with the implementation of the RSDS innovations. Dr. Sweeney put 
the researcher in contact with Dr. Tim Taylor. Taylor was in the process of 
completing his doctorate which focused on the development of the School 
Culture Audit (1991), a survey instrument designed to assess key values and 
behavioral norms in schools. Taylor's instrument, however, did not include any 
items associated with special education specifically. 
Taylor's instrument was based on the format used to assess organizational 
cultures utilized by Kilmann and Saxon (1983) and Allen and Pilnick (1983). 
These instruments were designed to measure differences between behavioral 
norms and values desired by the members of the organization. The difference 
between expected behaviors and espoused values was a culture gap. There was 
found to be a significant correlation between the size of the gap and productivity 
in the organization. 
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Taylor developed an audit to assess the differences between the values 
staff say are important if they are to attain excellence within their schools and the 
actual behaviors they observe. Taylor's instrument consisted of two parts. Part I 
dealt with 31 key value statements reflecting such concepts like responsibility, 
risk taking, high expectations, and school pride, and Part II consisted of 31 
corresponding behavioral norm statements. Value statements were included to 
assess desired behaviors of staff since Taylor found many organizational culture 
authorities agreed that "values form the foundation of organizational culture" 
(p. 35). 
Taylor's statements used in the audit were reviewed by a 13-member panel 
of culture experts and practitioners. Respondents were asked to assess the degree 
to which each of the key values was important in attaining excellence within 
their schools. A five-point Likert scale was developed for respondents to use. A 
rating of one meant that respondent strongly disagreed the key value was not 
important in attaining excellence, while a rating of five meant respondents 
strongly agreed the key value was important in attaining excellence within their 
schools. 
The behavioral norm statements were selected based on the criteria that 
each statement had to be: "1) K-12 applicable, 2) size applicable (relevant for 
various sizes of schools), 3) clearly reflect important expectations of staff 
behavior, 4) have support in the research for influencing the productivity of the 
school organization, and 5) related to an identified key school culture factor or 
value" (p. 36). Respondents again were provided a five-point Likert response to 
assess what other staff members would do if another staff member engaged in 
specific behaviors. A rating of one means most other staff members would 
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approve and encourage the behaviors of the staff member, while a rating of five 
means the respondent thinks most other staff members would disapprove and 
discourage the behaviors of the staff member. Some of the behaviors are stated 
positively, while other behaviors are stated negatively to dissuade respondents 
from establishing a response set. 
Content analysis used by Taylor resulted in the 31 key value statements 
being grouped into four subscales representing the construct of school culture. 
The subscales were Group Support Values, Enabling Values, Achievement 
Values, and Motivation Values. Taylor describes the subscales in the following 
manner. 
The Group Support Subscale includes six key values of the 
school culture that discourage staff isolation and encourage staff 
sharing and other interactions helping to bind and integrate the 
organization into a productive and effective unit. The Enabling 
Subscale consists of twelve key values which enhance the abilities 
of staff members to actively influence the effective functioning of 
their school through the freedom to develop and use their 
professional expertise to pursue individual as well as shared school 
goals. 
The Achievement Subscale encompasses seven key values of 
the productive school culture that impart and enhance student 
learning and a sense of ownership and obligation by the staff for 
what happens in their classroom and school. The importance of 
rewarding and recognizing productive workers is an important 
message contained in the literature about positive and productive 
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organizational cultures. The Motivation Subscale contains six 
intrinsic and extrinsic motivators that promote professionalism as 
v/ell as enhancing individual self-esteem, (pp. 37-39) 
As vyith the key value statements in Part I of the School Culture Audit, the 31 
behavioral norm statements were grouped into the four subscales of Group 
Support Norms, Enabling Norms, Achievement Norms, and Motivation 
Norms. 
Follow-up meetings with Drs. Taylor and Sweeney resulted in slight 
modification to the audit. The Achievement Subscale was renamed the 
Productivity Subscale and an additional key value and behavioral norm 
statement was added to assess staff regarding the issue of equity of services 
towards students. 
Creation of RSDS items for the audit 
In February, 1991, the researcher met with fellow members of the Iowa 
Department of Education's Core Committee to create statements related to 
specific values and norms of staff behaviors to be included in the School Culture 
Audit. These individuals included Jeff Grimes, School Psychology Consultant; 
James Reese, Learning Disabilities Consultant; and James Clark, School Social 
Worker Consultant. Items were created and discussed among members of the 
Core Committee and then taken to J. Frank Vance, Bureau Chief; and Jeanarme 
Hagen, Assistant Bureau Chief of the Bureau of Special Education. After 
revising the original statements, the researcher then met with Dr. Tim Taylor to 
view the items. Another session was held with members of the Core Committee 
before presenting the items to Dr. Daniel Reschly, the Research Coordinator for 
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the RSDS at Iowa State University who is also a member of researcher's 
dissertation committee; and Dr. James Sweeney. After another round of 
meetings with members of the Core Committee and the administration of the 
Bureau of Special Education, the researcher met with Drs. Taylor and Sweeney. 
Following a meeting with Drs. Sweeney and Reschly, the researcher then met 
with the AEA Directors of Special Education of the four initial trial sites 
implementing RSDS innovations. A final meeting was held with Dr. Sweeney 
at which time the additional statements were approved. 
The items added to Taylor's audit focus on specific values and norms of 
behavior consistent with RSDS. They address areas of educability of students 
with special needs, local responsibility of schools in providing services to 
students with special needs, assessment, parent involvement, practice of labeling 
as it relates to subsequent interventions, least restrictive environment, and the 
monitoring of student progress. These additional statements resulted in the 
School Culture Audit containing 39 key value statements and 39 corresponding 
statements pertaining to staff behavioral norms. These value and norm 
indicators were categorized into five subscales. These subscales included the four 
from Taylor's survey (i.e., Group Support, Enabling, Productivity, and 
Motivation) and the new sub scale encompassing the new value and norm 
statements dealing with RSDS irmovations, entitled, Inclusivity. Taylor's four 
subscales together would now be called the Productive School Culture Scale 
(PSC). The five subscales together (i.e., Taylor's four plus Inclusivity) became the 
Inclusive Productive School Culture Scale (IPSC). Table 1 shows the breakdown 
of the key school culture values and corresponding norm statements into 
subscales and the item number on the school culture audit corresponding to 
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each. Numbers enclosed in parentheses at the end of each indicator refer to the 
numbers of the question measuring the indicator as found in the final 
instrument (Appendix D). The alpha letter next to the number represents 
whether the question pertained to a value (i.e., "V") or normative behavior 
("N"). 
Table 1. Key values and norms grouped into subscales 
Subscale Values and norms 
Group Support 
Enabling 
Productivity 
Motivation 
Includes indicators such as belonging (2V, 41N), 
collegiality (6V, 45N), teamwork (TV, 46N), internal 
socialization (28V, 6^), support (33V, 72N), and trust 
(36V, 75N). 
Includes indicators such as positive physical setting 
(5V, 44N), common language (8V, 47N), common 
purpose (lOV, 49N), management of the learning 
envirorxment (12V, 51N), risk taking (13V, 52N), 
creativity (15V, 54N), constructive disagreement (22V, 
61N), change orientation (24V, 63N), leadership (25V, 
64N), positive modeling orientation (27V, 66N), 
empowerment (31V, 70N), and growth orientation 
(34V, 73N). 
Includes indicators such as customer/ consumer 
orientation (IIV, 50N), high expectations (17V, 56N), 
responsibility (20V, 59N), accountability (21V, 60N), 
cost effectiveness (30V, 69N), value of learning time 
(32V, 71N), achievement orientation (37V, 76N), and 
equity (39V, 78N). 
Includes indicators such as recognition (IV, 40N), 
respect (4V, 43N), hero/heroine environment (16V, 
55N), maintains standards of performance (19V, 58N), 
school pride (29V, 68N), and caring (38V, 77N). 
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Table 1. (continued) 
Inclusivity 
Productive School 
Culture 
Inclusive Productive 
School Culture 
Includes indicators such as educability (3V, 42N), local 
responsibility (9V, 48N), assessment (14V, 53N), parent 
involvement (18V, 57N), labeling/interventions (23V, 
62N), least restrictive environment (26V, 65N), and 
progress monitoring (35V, 74N). 
The grouping of the four constructs of 
Group Support, Enabling, Productivity, and 
Motivation. 
The grouping of the five constructs of Group 
Support, Enabling, Productivity, Motivation, and 
Inclusivity. 
Reliability estimates of the audit 
Since the School Culture Audit had been revised to include the Inclusivity 
Subscale, estimates of internal consistency reliability using the Cronbach Alpha 
were computed for each of the five subscales as they appear in Part I of the School 
Culture Audit (i.e.. Group Support values. Enabling values. Productivity values. 
Motivation values, and Inclusivity values) and independently, as they appear in 
Part II (i.e.. Group Support norms. Enabling norms. Productivity norms. 
Motivation norms, and Inclusivity norms) of the audit. Estimates of reliability 
using the Cronbach Alpha were also computed for the total of the 78 items 
contained in the audit as well as for the 39 key value statements contained in 
Part I of the audit and the total of the 39 behavioral norm statements contained 
in Part II. 
Since this was only the second time the audit had been used, the 
researcher used the guidelines suggested by Nunnally and Durham (1975) that, 
"In the early states of research on predictor tests or hypothesized measures of a 
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construct, one saves time and energy by working with instruments that have 
only modest reliability, for which purpose reliabilities of .60 or .50 will suffice ... 
for basic research, it can be argued that increasing reliabilities beyond .80 is often 
wasteful" (p. 345). 
Initial calculations of internal reliability as shown in Table 2 found the 
Inclusivity Values Subscale (Alpha = .37), the Productivity Norm Subscale 
(Alpha = .40), the Motivation Norm Subscale (Alpha = .44), and the Inclusivity 
Norm Subscale (Alpha = .22) failing to meet Nunnally and Durham's guidelines. 
Item analysis suggested dropping Inclusivity items dealing with "Educability" 
(3V, 42N), "Local Responsibility" (9V, 48N), and "Progress Monitoring" (35V, 
74N). "Accountability" (21V, 60N) was dropped from the Productivity Subscales, 
and "Maintains standards of performance" (19V, 58N) was eliminated from the 
Motivation Subscales. 
Estimates of internal consistency reliability using the Cronbach Alpha 
were again computed for the revised audit consisting of 68 total statements. 
Although the Productivity Norm Subscale (Alpha = .52) and the Motivation 
Norm Subscale (Alpha = .58) were raised to within Nunally and Durham's 
acceptable range for reliability of a new instrument, the Inclusivity Value 
Subscale (Alpha = .43) and the Inclusivity Norm Subscale (Alpha = .46) did not. 
Table 2 shows the Cronbach Alpha reliability estimates for all values and norms 
and for all subscales of Taylor's version of the audit, the initial revised audit 
including RSDS statements, and the final version of the audit used in the 
current study. 
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Table 2. Comparison of Robinson study (1993) and Taylor study (1991) for 
Cronbach Alpha reliability coefficients for all values and norms and for 
all subscales 
Final Initial Final 
Subscales Taylor Study Robinson study Robinson study 
Alpha # of items Alpha # of items Alpha # of items 
Part I: Values .90 31 .90 39 .90 34 
Part II: Norms .80 31 .82 39 .86 34 
Total audit .88 62 .88 78 .89 68 
Part I: Value Subscales 
Group Support .73 6 .66 6 .66 6 
Enabling .80 12 .80 12 .80 12 
Productivity .68 7 .71 8 .64 7 
Motivation .60 6 .65 6 .57 5 
Inclusivity not measured .37 7 .43 4 
Part II: Norm Subscales 
Group Support .53 6 .71 6 .71 6 
Enabling .60 12 .63 12 .63 12 
Productivity .42 7 .40 8 .52 7 
Motivation .58 6 .44 6 .58 5 
Inclusivity not measured .22 7 .46 4 
Sample Selection 
To examine the relationship between values and behavioral norms and 
the implementation of special education innovations it was necessary to identify 
a High and Low-user groups. The first group were schools which could be 
designated High-users of the RSDS innovations, while the second group 
represented Low-users of the RSDS innovations. These two groups were selected 
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based on building administrators' responses to the RSDS Implementation 
Survey meeting a priori criteria. This survey was administered to all elementary 
schools, which was the only common educational level participating across the 
four initial RSDS trial sites. 
The RSDS Implementation Survey was developed by the Core Committee 
of the Bureau of Special Education of the Iowa Department of Education and the 
Research Coordinator for the RSDS at Iowa State University in March, 1991. This 
survey was developed following the same process used to identify the previously 
mentioned value and norm statements pertaining to the RSDS innovations, 
with the exception of involving Dr. Taylor. This survey was developed to be 
used to assess the current implementation status of the initial four RSDS trial 
sites eighteen months after they have received initial approval. After numerous 
meetings the items were given final approval by members of the Core 
Committee and the administration of the Bureau of Special Education, Dr. 
Reschly, and Dr. Sweeney. Dr. Barbara Licklider from Iowa State University was 
also asked to provide feedback prior to the printing of the survey. The survey 
was not field tested, although drafts were shared with the AEA Directors of 
Special Education and the AEA research liaisons. 
The RSDS Implementation Survey consisted of 26 Likert-type questions 
pertaining to the areas of interventions, assessment, collaboration, integration, 
progress monitoring, building plans, parent involvement, staff development, 
student outcomes, and transition. This instrument was sent to all building 
administrators in the four initial RSDS trial site AEAs as part of the mid-
implementation evaluation component conducted by the Bureau of Special 
Education of the Iowa Department of Education. The on-site AEA research 
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liaisons who were responsible for follow-up mailings or phone contacts. A copy 
of the survey can be found in Appendix B. The cover page that accompanied the 
survey can be found in Appendix A. This information was collected during 
April, 1991. 
A statistical cut-off point of one-half standard deviation above or below 
the AEA mean was used to form the High and Low-user RSDS groups. Twenty-
two RSDS high-user and twenty-three RSDS low-user schools were identified 
based on application of this criteria to the RSDS Implementation Survey. 
Procedure for the Collection of the Data 
During the late April and early May, 1991, individual contacts were made 
by the researcher with the trial site AEA Directors of Special Education and their 
RSDS Research Liaisons to establish a meeting time at the AEA where the study 
could be discussed. The meetings were held in each of the AEAs where 
procedures for distributing and administering the School Culture Audit were 
finalized. Color coded versions of the School Culture Audit (Appendix D), with 
an accompanying cover letter (Appendix C) were provided for distribution to the 
research liaison to collect information from building administrators, regular 
education teachers and special education teachers. All individuals within these 
three groups in each high-user and low-user school were provided opportunities 
to respond. 
Information was collected during the remaining portion of May, 1991 and 
the first two weeks of June, 1991. Weekly telephone contacts were made between 
the researcher and the AEA liaisons to answer questions and determine updated 
response rates. Completed school culture audits were received from 598 Iowa 
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educators consisting of 477 regular education teachers, 81 special education 
teachers, and 40 building principals. Of those who responded, 302 were from 21 
schools designated as High-user RSDS schools and 296 were from 22 Low-user 
RSDS schools. The population of High-user schools ranged in size from 95 to 428 
students with an average school population of 261. Five of the schools were 
located in AEA #3, four from AEA #6,4 from AEA #13, and eight from AEA #15. 
The population of Low-user schools ranged in size from 100 to 582 students with 
an average school population of 241. Five of the schools were located in AEA #3, 
five from AEA #6, five from AEA #13, and seven from AEA #15. A listing of 
the participating elementary schools in the study, the AEAs where the schools 
are located, building enrollments, and the building administrator is provided in 
Appendix E. 
Treatment of Data 
Data from completed surveys were entered and analyzed using the SPSS-X 
computational system at the Iowa State University Computational Center and 
the statistical program, Statview (Abacus Concepts Inc., 1992). Means and 
standard deviations of the five values and norms subscales for all schools were 
calculated, as well as the means for subscales in both High-user and Low-user 
RSDS schools. Individual school means and standard deviations for the five 
values and norms subscales were also calculated. Differences between the means 
of the subscales of values and the subscales of norms for the total group, as well 
as the totals for schools in both high-user and low-user RSDS groups, were tested 
for significance using a repeated measures analysis of variance (Girden, 1992). 
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As a result of the statistical procedures which tested for differences between 
the means of the subscales of values and the subscales of norms for the total 
group, as well as the totals for schools in both High-user and Low-user RSDS 
groups, further statistical tests aimed at testing differences between the 
Productive School Culture Scale (PSC) and the Inclusive Productive School 
Culture Scale were unnecessary. 
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CHAPTER IV. HNDINGS 
Introduction 
The purpose of this study was to determine if a specific set of faculty 
values and behavioral norms in schools were associated with the 
implementation of innovations of the Renewed Service Delivery System 
(RSDS). Values and behavioral norms were assessed through the administration 
of a school culture audit to 477 regular education teachers, 81 special education 
teachers, and 40 building administrators in 43 Iowa elementary schools selected 
from four Iowa area education agencies involved in the initial implementation 
of the RSDS. The audit consists of two parts. Part I provides respondents an 
opportunity to rate the relative importance of each of 34 value statements for 
achieving excellence in his/her school. The respondents indicated their values 
using a five-point Likert scale. Thirty-four values are grouped into five 
subscales: Group Support values. Enabling values. Productivity values, 
Motivation values, and Inclusivity values. The Group Support, Enabling, 
Productivity, and Motivation subscales are combined to represent the Productive 
School Culture Values (Taylor, 1991). The Inclusive Productive School Culture 
Values consists of Taylor's original four value subscales, plus the Inclusivity 
Value Subscale. 
Part II of the school culture audit consists of 34 behavioral norm 
statements. Each norm statement corresponded to the values in Part I of the 
audit. Respondents use a five-point Likert scale to indicate what he/she believes 
another staff member in his/her school would do if asked to demonstrate a 
specific behavior corresponding to the 34 values. The 34 behavioral norms are 
grouped into five norm subscales: Group Support norms. Enabling norms. 
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Productivity norms. Motivation norms, and Inclusivity norms. The Group 
Support, Enabling, Productivity, and Motivation norms are combined to 
represent the Productive School Culture Norms, developed by Taylor (1991). 
The Inclusive Productive School Culture Norms consists of Taylor's original 
four subscales, plus the Inclusivity Norms Subscale. 
As previously noted, the school culture audit was administered to 598 
educators and administrators in 43 Iowa elementary schools. To assess school 
culture the unit of analysis is the local attendance center and not individual 
responses (Taylor, 1991). These schools were identified as high-users of the RSDS 
innovations (N=21) and low-users of the RSDS innovations (N=22). The level of 
use was determined using the RSDS Implementation Survey completed by the 
building administrator prior to the administration of the school culture audit. 
Findings are provided in table form. Data provided include the means 
and standard deviations of the five subscales of values and norms subscales for 
all schools, as well as the means for subscales in both high-user and low-user 
RSDS schools. Individual school means and standard deviations for the five 
values and norms subscales are also provided. Differences between the means of 
the subscales of values and norms for the total group, as well as the totals for 
schools in both high-user and low-user RSDS groups, were tested for significance 
using a repeated measures analysis of variance (Girden, 1992). Differences 
between the means of the Inclusivity Subscale of values and the Inclusivity 
Subscale of norms for the total group, as well as the means for schools in high-
user and low-user RSDS schools, were also tested for significance using a 
repeated measures analysis of variance. 
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Key School Culture Values and Norms 
Two research questions were designed to examine the relative strengths of 
values and norms in the schools. The following questions guided these analyses. 
1. What is the relative strength of Group Support values , Enabling values, 
Productivity values. Motivation values, and Inclusivity values of staff in 
all schools? 
2. What is the relative strength of Group Support norms , Enabling norms , 
Productivity norms , Motivation norms, and Inclusivity norms of staff in 
all schools? 
Table 3 provides the means and standard deviations for values and behavioral 
norms for the five subscales, plus the difference between the values and norms, 
the culture gap. If the difference is positive, it means respondents have stronger 
norms than values, indicating behavior matches or exceeds espoused values in 
Group Support, Enabling, Productivity, Motivation, and Inclusivity. A culture 
gap means respondents are not behaving in a manner that matches espoused 
values. 
Espoused values in Motivation (4.52) are the strongest, followed by Group 
Support (4.47), Enabling (4.35), and Productivity (4.25). Inclusivity (3.84) is the 
weakest value of the five subscales. Group Support (4.36), Productivity (4.35), 
and Motivation (4.34) were the strongest norms followed by Enabling (3.93) and 
Inclusivity (3.60) which were considerably lower. Culture gaps are found in all 
subscales with the exception of Productivity (+.10) where respondents indicated 
the implementation of behaviors associated with being productive (i.e., 
consumer satisfaction, high expectations, responsibility, achievement 
orientation, equity, etc.) exceeded espoused values. 
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Table 3. School means and standard deviations for values^ and behavioral 
norms^ presented for all schools (N=43) 
Culture 
Subscale Name Values Norms Gap 
Mean (St Dev.) Mean (St. Dev.) (+ or -) 
Group Support 4.47 (.33) 4.36 (.45) -.11 
Enabling 4.35 (.33) 3.93 (.39) -.42 
Productivity 4.25 (.42) 4.35 (.43) +.10 
Motivation 4.52 (.35) 4.34 (.49) -.18 
Inclusivity 3.84 (46) 3.60 (.73) -.24 
'Value Rating: 1 = Strongly Disagree 5 = Strongly Agree 
2 Norm Rating: 1 = Disapprove and Discourage, 2 = Disapprove but Do Nothing 
to Encourage, 3 = Consider it Not Important, 4 = Approve but Do 
Nothing to Encourage, 5 = Approve and Encourage 
Table 4 compares the value and norm subscale ratings found by Taylor 
(1991) to those in this study. The values are approximately the same strength for 
all five value subscales in both studies. Norms for the schools in the current 
investigation are slightly higher than Taylor's, and the large culture gap is found 
in the Enabling Subscale for both studies. The culture gap found in Taylor's 
study in Productivity was not found in schools in the current study; in fact, 
norms exceeded values. 
The breakdown of individual school values and norms is shown in Tables 
5 and 6. It reflects the five subscales, plus the two comprehensive scales, for 43 
schools. High-user RSDS schools, and Low-user RSDS schools. For all schools, 
value subscales ranged from 4.26 to 4.87 for Group Support values, 4.14 to 4.78 for 
Enabling values, 3.97 to 4.61 for Productivity values, 4.12 to 4.89 in Motivation 
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values, 3.57 to 4.21 for Inclusivity values, and 4.17 to 4.77 for Productive School 
Culture values. 
The values subscales were slightly higher for the High-user RSDS schools, 
followed by all schools and the Low-user RSDS schools. Productive School 
Culture values in High-user RSDS schools was 4.41 compared to 4.35 in Low-user 
RSDS schools. For High-user RSDS schools, value subscales ranged from 4.28 to 
4.87 for Group Support, 4.16 to 4.78 for Enabling, 3.97 to 4.61 for Productivity, 4.18 
to 4.89 for Motivation, and 3.60 to 4.19 for Inclusivity. Low-user RSDS schools' 
value subscales ranged from 4.26 to 4.71 in Group Support, 4.14 to 4.40 in 
Enabling, 4.12 to 4.50 in Productivity, 4.34 to 4.73 in Motivation, and 3.57 to 4.21 
in Inclusivity. 
Table 5 also shows there was little difference in the within school variance 
of the values subscales among Low-user RSDS schools or between schools. The 
greatest within school variance was in Inclusivity values (.46). The variance for 
Inclusivity values within schools ranged from .13 to .76 when considering all 43 
schools. 
The general pattern seen in the mean scores of the value subscales was not 
replicated with the mean scores of the norm subscales. With the exception of the 
Inclusivity Norm Subscale, the Low-user RSDS schools had the highest mean 
scores, followed by all schools and the High-user RSDS schools. The High-user 
mean score for the Inclusivity Norm Subscale was .01 higher than the other two 
groups. 
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Table 4. Comparison of Robinson study (1993) (N=43) and Taylor study (1991) 
(N=18) for faculty means and standard deviations for values^ and 
behavioral norms^ with culture gap for subscales 
Culture 
Subscale Name Values Norms Gap 
Study Mean (St. Dev.) Mean (St. Dev.) (+ or -) 
Group Support 
Robinson 4.47 (33) 4.36 (.45) -.11 
Taylor 4.48 (.37) 4.22 (.40) -.26 
Enabling 
Robinson 4.35 (.33) 3.93 (.39) -.42 
Taylor 4.36 (.35) 3.88 (.41) -.48 
Productivity 
Robinson 4.25 (.42) 4.35 (.43) +.10 
Taylor 4.24 (.39) 4.04 (.37) -.20 
Motivation 
Robinson 4.52 (35) 4.34 (49) -.18 
Taylor 4.48 (.36) 4.32 (.38) -.16 
Inclusivity 
Robinson 3.84 (.46) 3.60 (.73) -.24 
Taylor Not measured Not measured Not measured 
'Value Rating: 1 = Strongly Disagree 5 = Strongly Agree 
2 Norm Rating: 1 = Disapprove and Discourage, 2 = Disapprove but Do Nothing 
to Encourage, 3 = Consider it Not Important, 4 = Approve but Do 
Nothing to Encourage, 5 = Approve and Encourage 
The ratings of behavioral norms on the different subscales by individual 
schools v^as also lower than they were for the value ratings. There was 
considerably more spread within the scores of schools on the different norm 
subscales versus the value subscales. Norms subscales of individual schools 
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varied from as little as 0.66 on the Productivity Subscale to 1.07 on the Inclusivity 
Subscale for tlie High-user RSDS schools and from 0.59 on the Productivity 
Subscale to 1.37 on the Inclusivity Subscale for the Low-user RSDS schools. 
All school norm subscale ratings ranged from 3.90 to 4.76 in Group 
Support, 3.54 to 4.26 in Enabling, 3.98 to 4.78 in Productivity, 3.83 to 4.91 in 
Motivation, and 2.88 to 4.25 in Inclusivity. High-user RSDS schools, norm 
subscale ratings ranged from a low to high rating as follows: Group Support 
from 3.99 to 4.75, Enabling from 3.55 to 4.26, Productivity from 3.98 to 4.64, 
Motivation from 3.83 to 4.65, and Inclusivity from 3.12 to 4.19. Low-user RSDS 
schools' norm subscale ratings ranged from 3.90 to 4.76 in Group Support, 3.54 to 
4.21 in Enabling, 4.19 to 4.78 in Productivity, 3.87 to 4.91 in Motivation, and 2.88 
to 4.25 in Inclusivity. 
The distribution of scores on the norm subscales was much more varied 
than the scores on the value subscales with standard deviations ranging from 
those in the .70's for all three groups on the Inclusivity Norm Subscale to the 
mid .30's to lower .40's for the three groups on the Enabling Norm Subscale. 
Table 6 shows there was little difference in the within school variance of the 
values subscales among Low-user RSDS schools or between schools. The greatest 
within school variance was in Inclusivity norms (.73). The variance for 
Inclusivity norms within schools ranged from .30 to 1.07 when considering all 43 
schools. A composite of the five subscales of means and standard deviations of 
the three groups is found in Table 7. 
Table 5. Subscale key value^ means with standard deviations by total schools (N=43), High-user RSDS schools 
(N=21), and Low-user RSDS schools (N=22) using a five-point Likert scale 
School# 
Group Support 
Values 
Enabling 
Values 
Productivity 
Values 
Motivation 
Values 
Inclusivity 
Values 
Productive 
School Culture 
Values 
Inclusive 
Productive 
School Culture 
Values 
Mean(StDev.) Mean(StDev.) Mean (St Dev.) Mean (St Dev.) Mean (St Dev.) Mean (St Dev.) Mean (St Dev.) 
Total Schools 4.47 (33) 435 (33) 4.25 (.42) 432 (35) 334 (.46) 438 (31) 432 (31) 
High-user schools 431 (32) 438 (32) 4.27 (.42) 4.55 (34) 339 (.45) 4.41 (30) 435 (30) 
1 455 
2 4.87 
3 4.43 
4 428 
5 450 
6 428 
7 437 
8 458 
9 451 
10 450 
11 439 
12 452 
13 457 
14 4.48 
15 435 
16 4.79 
17 4.66 
18 4.45 
19 439 
20 4.65 
21 453 
(.23) 4.36 (.22) 
4.78 "" 
a 
4.45 
4.18 
4.32 
4.16 
4.43 
4.25 
439 
4.43 
4.21 
4.44 
4.36 
4.42 
4.20 
4.68 (.28) 
4.47 (.32) 
4.28 
4.24 
4.54 
4.42 
439 (.33) 
4.61 ' "" 
4.14 
4.16 
4.24 
4.02 
427 
4.08 
427 (.43) 
4.42 
4.02 
4.29 
4.48 
4.29 
3.97 
4.31 (.48) 
4.45 (.42) 
4.26 (.6  ^
4.19 (37) 
4.41 
4.34 
S 
g 
4.69 (.23) 
4.82 • ~ 
4.60 
4.42 
4.53 
432 
4.42 
4.56 
4.47 
4.57 
4.40 
4.62 (.30) 
4.71 (.20) 
4.53 (.34) 
4.18 (.35) 
4.89 
4.66 
4.52 m 
4.44 
4.62 (.40) 
4.52 (.44) 
4.11 
4.19 
4.00 
3.72 
3.75 
3.64 
4.01 
3.79 
3.98 
4.04 
3.72 
3.60 
3.83 
3.83 
3.98 
3.96 
4.08 
3.80 
3.76 
3.81 
4.06 
<:SÎ 
32] 
49' 
1 
73) 
30) i 
51) 
33) 
58) 
4.46 (.20) 
4.77 • ' 
4.40 
4.23 
437 
4.18 
4.38 
4.33 
4.40 
4.47 
4.23 
4.45 (.31) 
4.49 (.30) 
4.42 (.30) 
4.17 (.19) 
4.65 (.24) 
4.53 (.30) 
4.35 
429 
4.54 (.32) 
4.44 (.38) 
4.42 (.19) 
4.70 "" 
i 
435 
4.17 
430 
4.12 
433 
426 
435 
4.42 
4.17 
435 
4.41 
435 
4.15 
457 
4.48 (.29) 
428 (.44) 
423 (.27) 
4.46 (.31) 
4.40 (.38) 
S 
 ^Value Rating: 1 = Strongly Disagree 5 = Strongly Agree 
Table 5. (continued) 
Inclusive 
Productive Productive 
Group Support Enabling Productivity Motivation Inclusivity School Culture School Culture 
School # Values Values Values Values Values Values Values 
Mean (St. Dev.) Mean(StDev.) Mean (St Dev.) Mean (St Dev.) Mean (St Dev.) Mean (St Dev.) Mean (St Dev.) 
Low-user schools 4.44 (34) 431 (33) 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
4.49 
433 
435 
439 
4.44 
4.40 
4.50 
453 
4.42 
450 
4.47 
437 
4.41 
4.42 
4.71 
4.37 
451 
450 
4.44 
4.40 
450 
4.26 
© 
S 
434 
4.40 
4.28 (.38) 
431 {27) 
4.44 (.24: 
@1 4.22 
4.19 
438 
4.30 (.27) 
431 (.30) 
432 " 
4.34 
4.34 (.3  ^
4.14 (.3  ^
4.42 
4.25 
4.21 
434 
4.44 
4.32 
4.42 
4.15 
4J24 (.42) 
4.12 
4.18 
431 
430 
4.22 
4.21 
4.30 
4J29 
4.14 
4.13 
4.16 
4.27 
438 
4.16 
450 
4.14 
4.26 (.45) 
4.23 (.44) 
4.33 (.62) 
4.23 (.56) 
4.26 • 
4.18 
4.50 (.37) 3.79 (.47) 
m 4.42 4.46 
4.34 (.37) 
4.49 (.45) 
4.73 •" 
4.43 
4.46 
4.64 
4.50 
4.51 
4.56 
4.47 
4.57 
4.38 
4.50 
4.46 
451 
4.60 
4.58 
4.44 
4.54 
4.34 
S 
s 
g 3.67 (.53) 4.21 3.70 
3.89 
3.83 
3.81 
3.82 
3.78 
3.61 (.2n 
3.71 (.67) 
3.72 
3.67 
4.02 (.33) 
3.57 (.57) 
4.06 (.37} 
3.84 (.27) 
3.62 (.35) 
3.67 
3.84 (.76) 
3.80 
3.94 (.49) 
3.57 (.85) 
il 
S 
435 (31) 
4.33 
4.35 
4.31 
436 
4.44 
4.29 
432 
4.43 
4.32 
4.34 
4.35 
4.35 
4.40 (.31) 
4.24 (.2  ^
451 (.25) 
4.28 (.17) 
4.34 (.33) 
4.29 (32) 
a 
4.39 
4.44 
434 
4.42 
4.21 
:.33) 
i 
S 
4.25 
433 
424 
4.30 (.39) 
437 (.22) 
4.23 
4.26 
4.36 
4.23 
4.26 
4.28 
417 
436 
4.16 
4.46 
423 
4.25 
4.30 
437 (.49) 
427 (.38) 
4.36 • — 
4.14 
8 
Table 6. Means with standard deviations for behavioral norm^ subscales by All schools (N=43), High-user RSDS 
schools (N=21), and Low-user RSDS schools (N=22) 
School# 
Group Support 
Norms 
Mean(St Dev.) 
Inclusive 
Productive Productive 
Enabling Productivity Motivation Inclusivity School Culture School Culture 
Norms Norms Norms Norms Norms Norms 
Mean(St Dev.) Mean (St Dev.) Mean (St. Dev.) Mean (St Dev.) Mean (St Dev.) Mean (St Dev.) 
All Schools 436 (.45) 3.93 (39) 435 (.43) 434 (.49) 3.60 (.73) 4.18 (35) 4.12 (35) 
High-user schools 430 (.50) 3.92 (.43) 431 (.48) 430 (.54) 3.61 (.72) 4.15 (39) 4.09 (39) 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
4.33 
4.75 
4.27 
4.39 
4.24 
3.99 
420 
430 
436 
4.42 
4.18 
4.08 
4.19 
4.33 
4.27 
4.02 
4.35 
4.44 
4.47 
4.38 
4.07 
(.38) 
a 
11 
lil 
S, 
4.02 (.27) 
426 (.24) 
3.96 tsi) 
3.92 • " 
3.88 
355 
3.85 
3.84 (.46) 
4.15 
4.05 
3.78 
3.79 
3.65 
4.05 
3.81 
3.83 
4.04 
4.09 
3.86 
4.07 
3.88 
439 (.60) 
457 
m 
S;i! 
îii 
4.63 
4.46 
4.16 
3.98 
4.15 
4.26 
4.33 
424 
421 
4.34 (.25) 
427 (.48) 
4.35 (.59) 
424 t'"" 
4.12 
4.19 
436 
4.35 
4.64 
4.17 
48)
if! 
S 
i 
454 (.44) 
4.65 
4.57 
438 (.55) 
4.19 
3.93 
3.83 
4.50 
4.51 
4.57 
4.26 
3.91 
4.20 
4.12 
4.20 
4.26 (.66) 
421 (.42) 
4.27 
4.48 
4.45 
424 
m 
s 
a 
3.64 (.61) 
4.19 (.37) 
3.79 (.34) 
3.64 • " 
3.66 
3.40 (.78) 
3.85 (.73) 
335 (1.07) 
4.09 (.77) 
3.55 (.72) 
3.62 (.72) 
3.12 (.99) 
3.25 (1.00) 
3.36 (.87) 
352 (.78) 
3.29 (.30) 
3.64 (.44) 
3.67 (.99) 
3.65 (.79) 
3.88 (.70) 
3.67 (.91) 
426 (.34) 
450 -
S 428 
421 
4.07 
3.80 (.32) 
3.98 (.46) 
4.14 (.4  ^
434 (.37) 
4.25 
4.04 
4.00 (.31) 
3.99 (.47) 
4.18 (.50) 
4.06 (.43) 
4.01 
4.17 
426 
420 
4.33 (.26) 
4.05 (.54) 
if! 
[•37) 
4.18 (.31) 
4.46 (.20) 
422 (.17) 
4.15 (.39) 
4.02 
3.75 
3.97 
4.05 
431 
4.17 (.39) 
3.99 (.32) 
3.90 
3.91 
4.10 
4.00 
3.92 
4.10 
4.19 
4.14 
427 
4.00 
i:# 
ii! 
a 
2 Norm Rating; 1 = Disapprove and Discourage, 2 = Disapprove but Do Nothing to Encourage, 3 = Consider it Not Important, 4 = 
Approve but Do Nothing to Encourage, 5 = Approve and Encourage 
Table 6. (continued) 
Inclusive 
Productive Productive 
Group Support Enabling Productivity Motivation Inclusivity School Culture School Culture 
School # Norms Norms Norms Norms Norms Norms Norms 
Mean(StDev.) Mean(StDev.) Mean (St Dev.) Mean (St Dev.) Mean (St Dev.) Mean (St Dev.) Mean (St Dev.) 
Low-user schools 4.42 (.40) 3.94 (36) 439 (39) 438 (.44) 3.60 (.74) 4.22 (30) 4.14 (32) 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
4.63 
4.50 
423 (.32) 
4.13 (.38) 
424 - — 
424 
4.47 
4.75 
4.09 
4.74 
450 
4.46 (.40) 
4.41 (.42) 
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Table 7. Means and standard deviations for values^ and behavioral norms^ 
presented by subscale groups for all schools (N=43), high-user RSDS 
schools (N=21), and low-user RSDS schools (N=22) 
Subscale Values Norms 
School Mean (St. Dev.) Mean (St. Dev.) 
Group Support 
All schools 4.47 (.33) 4.36 (.45) 
High-user schools 4.51 (.32) 4.30 (.50) 
Low-user schools 4.44 (.34) 4.42 (.40) 
Enabling 
All schools 4.35 (.33) 3.93 (.39) 
High-user schools 4.38 (.32) 3.92 (.43) 
Low-user schools 4.31 (.33) 3.94 (.36) 
Productivity 
All schools 4.25 (.42) 4.35 (.43) 
High-user schools 4.27 (.42) 4.31 (.48) 
Low-user schools 4.24 (.42) 4.39 (.39) 
Motivation 
All schools 4.52 (.35) 4.34 (.49) 
High-user schools 4.55 (.34) 4.30 (.54) 
Low-user schools 4.50 (.37) 4.38 (.44) 
Inclusivity 
All schools 3.84 (.46) 3.60 (.73) 
High-user schools 3.89 (.45) 3.61 (.72) 
Low-user schools 3.79 (.47) 3.60 (.74) 
iValue Rating: 1 = Strongly Disagree 5=Strongly Agree 
^Norm Rating: 1 = Disapprove and Discourage, 2 = Disapprove but Do Nothing 
to Encourage, 3 = Consider it Not Important, 4 = Approve but Do 
Nothing to Encourage, 5 = Approve and Encourage 
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Testing for Differences 
Two research questions guided the examination of differences of the 
relative strengths of the values and differences in the relative strengths of the 
values between and within High-user and Low-user RSDS schools. 
3. Are there differences between the relative strength of Group Support 
values. Enabling values. Productivity values. Motivation values, and 
Inclusivity values of staff in all schools? 
4. Are there differences in the relative strength of Group Support values. 
Enabling values. Productivity values. Motivation values, and Inclusivity 
values of staff between High-user RSDS schools and Low-user RSDS 
schools? 
Repeated measures analysis of variance were used to determine if there 
are significant differences between the relative strengths of the five value 
subscales and if there are significant differences between the values of faculty in 
High-user RSDS schools and those in Low-user RSDS schools. The null 
hypotheses to examine differences in the relative strength of values across 
schools and the relative strength of values within High-user and Low-user RSDS 
schools are provided below. 
^Ol • Mes values "" M-E values ~ M-P values ~ MM values Wvalues 
Hai: At least two ji's are not equal 
oc = ,05 
Ho2' M-High-user RSDS Group Support, Enabling, Productivity, Motivation, & Inclusivity 
values ~ M-Low-user RSDS Group Support, Enabling, Productivity, Motivation, & 
Inclusivity values 
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HA2' M-High-user RSDS Group Support, Enabling, Productivity, Motivation, & Inclusivity 
values ^  M^Low-user RSDS Group Support, Enabling, Productivity, Motivation, & 
Inclusivity values 
oe = .05 
Table 8 shows there is a significant difference in value subscales (F (4,4) = 
390.85, p < .0001*), therefore the first null hypothesis is rejected. There are 
significant differences between the five value subscales of the school culture 
audit. Typically, if an analysis of variance procedure was being used, post hoc 
tests could be conducted to determine difference between value subscales. A 
limitation of the repeated measures analysis of variance test, however, is that 
post hoc tests are inappropriate to use since the within subjects factors are not 
uncorrected (Abacus Concepts, 1993). Findings presented earlier in Table 7, 
however, show value subscale means for all schools ranging from a low of 3.84 
in Inclusivity to a high of 4.52 in Motivation, with the other three value 
subscales being 4.25 or better. The Inclusivity values (3.84) for all schools are 
lower than each of the other subscales. 
Table 8 also shows that although the differences between the High-user 
RSDS schools and the Low-user RSDS schools (F (1,41) = 3.43, p > .07) approach 
significance, the p-value does not meet the apriori level of significance. The 
second null hypothesis is not rejected. There are no significant differences 
between the means of High-user RSDS schools (i.e.. Group Support values = 4.51, 
Enabling values = 4.38, Productivity values = 4.27, Motivation values = 4.55, 
Inclusivity values = 3.89) and Low-user RSDS schools (i.e.. Group Support values 
= 4.44, Enabling values = 4.31, Productivity values = 4.24, Motivation values = 
4.50, Inclusivity values = 3.79). 
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Table 8. Repeated measures analysis of variance: Value subscales by RSDS-user 
schools 
Source df SS MS F p-value 
RSDS User 1 .21 .21 3.43 .0712 
Subject (Group) 41 2.50 .06 
Values 4 12.75 3.19 390.85 <.0001* 
Values X RSDS User 4 .03 .01 .96 .4288 
Values X Subject (Group) 164 1.34 .01 
* Significant .05 level 
Two research questions guided the examination of differences of the 
relative strengths of the norms and differences in the relative strengths of the 
norms between and within High-user and Low-user RSDS schools. 
5. Are there differences in the relative strength of Group Support norms. 
Enabling norms, Productivity norms, Motivation norms, and Inclusivity 
norms of staff in all schools? 
6. Are there differences in the relative strength of Group Support norms. 
Enabling norms. Productivity norms. Motivation norms, and Inclusivity 
norms of staff between High-user RSDS schools and Low-user RSDS 
schools? 
Repeated measures analysis of variance tests were also used to determine 
if there were difference in the norms of these schools. Null hypotheses were 
formulated to determine if there were significant differences in the relative 
strength of norms across schools and the relative strength of norms within High-
user and Low-user RSDS schools. 
H03- I^S norms ~ norms norms ~ norms ~~ W norms 
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H A3: At least two |i's are not equal 
oc = .05 
Ho4* M-High-user RSDS Group Support, Enabling, Productivity, Motivation & Inclusivity 
norms ~ M^Low-user RSDS Group Support, Enabling, Productivity, Motivation & 
Inclusivity norms 
Ha4' ^High-user RSDS Group Support, Enabling, Productivity, Motivation & Inclusivity 
norms ^ l-'-Low-user RSDS Group Support, Enabling, Productivity, Motivation & 
Inclusivity norms 
oc = .05 
Table 9 shows there are significant differences between the norm subscales 
(F (4,4) = 212.35, p < .0001*). The third null hypothesis is rejected. There are 
significant differences between the five norm subscales across schools. Group 
Support norms (4.36), Productivity norms (4.35), and Motivation norms (4.34) are 
higher than the other two subscales. Enabling norms (3.93) and Inclusivity 
norms (3.60). 
Table 9. Repeated measures analysis of variance: Norm subscales by RSDS-user 
schools 
Source df SS MS F p-value 
RSDS User 1 .19 .19 1.23 .2735 
Subject (Group) 41 6.45 .16 
Norms 4 19.79 4.95 212.35 <.0001* 
Norms x RSDS User 4 .13 .03 1.38 .2419 
Norms x Subject (Group) 164 3.82 .02 
* Significant .05 level 
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There are no significant differences between the norm subscales of High-
user and Low-user RSDS schools (F (1, 41) = 1.23, p > .27). The fourth null 
hypothesis is not rejected; therefore, there are no differences between the norm 
subscales of High-user RSDS schools and Low-user RSDS schools. Very little 
difference is noted between means of High-user schools (i.e.. Group Support 
norms = 4.30, Enabling norms = 3.92, Productivity norms = 4.31, Motivation 
norms = 4.30, and Inclusivity norms = 3.61) and Low-user RSDS schools (i.e.. 
Group Support norms = 4.42, Enabling norms = 3.94, Productivity norms = 4.39, 
Motivation norms = 4.38, and Inclusivity norms = 3.60) across the five norm 
subscales which explain why no significant differences in means were found 
between the two groups in Table 9. 
Inclusivity 
The school culture audit used in this study included additional items 
believed to be associated with RSDS use. Inclusivity values and norms reflect 
key beliefs and behaviors needed for providing services to students with special 
education needs. These include two research questions that were developed to 
evaluate the effects of inclusivity values and norms on the use of RSDS. It was 
also the researcher's intent to determine if inclusivity values and norms differ. 
Since it was important to determine if a High-user RSDS school would have staff 
members whose values and behavioral norms are more positive than those of 
staff members in less effective RSDS schools, the two research questions below 
were developed. 
7. Are there differences between the relative strength of inclusivity values 
and inclusivity norms of staff in all schools? 
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8. Are there differences between the relative strength of inclusivity values 
and inclusivity norms of staff in High-user RSDS schools and Low-user 
RSDS schools. 
Repeated measures analysis of variance procedures were used to test the 
null hypothesis that there are no significant differences between the mean scores 
reflecting Inclusivity values and Inclusivity norms . In addition, the null 
hypothesis that there are no significant differences between the mean scores of 
the Inclusivity Value Subscale and the Inclusivity Norm Subscale for High-user 
RSDS schools and Low-user RSDS schools were also tested. 
M-Inclusivity Group Support, Enabling, Productivity, Motivation, & Inclusivity values" 
M-Inclusivity Group Support, Enabling, Productivity, Motivation, & Inclusivity norms 
M-Inclusivity Group Support, Enabling, Productivity, Motivation, & Inclusivity values ^ 
M-Inclusivity Group Support, Enabling, Productivity, Motivation, & Inclusivity norms 
.05 
M-High-user RSDS Group Support, Enabling, Productivity, Motivation, & Inclusivity 
values & norms ~ M-Low-user RSDS Group Support, Enabling, Productivity, Motivation, & 
Inclusivity values & norms 
M^High-user RSDS Group Support, Enabling, Productivity, Motivation, & Inclusivity 
values & norms ^  M-Low-user RSDS Group Support, Enabling, Productivity, Motivation, & 
Inclusivity values & norms 
.05 
Table 10 shows there is a significant difference in the means of the 
Inclusivity Value Subscale and the Inclusivity Norm Subscale (F (1, 1) = 35.73, p < 
Hos: 
HAS: 
DC 
Ho6: 
Ha6: 
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.0001*) for all schools. The fifth null hypothesis is rejected. The Indusivity 
values (3.84) for all schools were more positive than the Indusivity norms (3.60). 
There is no significant difference between the mean values and norms in 
High-user and Low-user RSDS schools (F (1,41) = .77, p > .39). The sixth null 
hypothesis is not rejected. There was no difference between High-user and Low-
user RSDS schools. 
Table 10. Repeated measures analysis of variance: Indusivity value subscale and 
Indusivity norm subscale by RSDS-user schools 
Source df SS MS F p-value 
RSDS User 1 .07 .07 .77 .3864 
Subject (Group) 41 3.59 .09 
Indusivity 1 1.16 1.16 35.73 <.0001* 
Indusivity x RSDS User 1 .04 .04 1.28 .2644 
Indusivity x Subject (Group)41 1.33 .03 
* Significant .05 level 
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION, LIMITATIONS, 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY 
Summary 
This chapter is designed to provide an overview, summary, and 
discussion of the study findings, followed by study limitations, and 
recommendations for further research. The purpose of this study was to 
determine if schools successful in implementing irmovations associated with the 
Renewed Service Delivery system (RSDS) exhibit a specific set of values and 
norms. The RSDS was developed to provide more efficient and effective 
services to students presently receiving special education services, or to those 
students who are experiencing academic or behavioral difficulties which, if left 
unattended, could become more severe in the future. 
Values and behavioral norms were assessed in schools, through the 
administration to staff of a school culture audit, developed by Taylor (1991), 
including additional items designed to examine behavioral norms associated 
with the RSDS (e.g., assessment, parent involvement, labeling and 
interventions, and least restrictive environment). If there was a relationship 
between staff values and norms and success in the implementation of the RSDS, 
this information would be helpful to educators, administrators, and staff 
development personnel in implementing the RSDS. The administration of the 
school culture audit to staff in successful RSDS schools provides a profile of 
values and norms that can be compared to profiles in schools where the RSDS 
has been unsuccessful. Discrepancies between the profiles can be used as a basis 
for developing strategies to shape the culture in a manner that supports RSDS 
implementation. 
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The school culture audit has two sections, one measures values and one 
behavioral norms. There are five subscales: Group Support, Enabling, 
Productivity, Motivation, and Inclusivity. The subscales of Group Support, 
Enabling, Productivity, and Motivation together represent Taylor's (1991) concept 
of a productive school culture. The Inclusivity Subscale, developed for this 
study, when combined with the other four subscales, creates the Inclusive 
Productive School Culture Scale. 
The school culture audits were administered to regular education teachers, 
special education teachers, and the building administrator in 45 elementary 
schools. These elementary schools were determined to be High-user RSDS 
schools (N=22) and Low-user RSDS schools (N=23), based on responses provided 
by their building administrators to the RSDS Implementation Survey, a Likert 
response questionnaire. Completed school culture audits were received from all 
but one High-user RSDS school and all but one Low-user RSDS school. A total 
of 477 regular education teachers, 81 special education teachers, and 40 building 
administrators in 43 schools completed the audit. 
Means and standard deviations for the five values and norms subscales 
were calculated for all schools, and for the comprehensive scales. Productive 
School Culture and Inclusive Productive School Culture. Repeated measures 
analysis of variance procedures were used to test for differences between schools. 
Specifically, differences in the following were examined; 1) the five subscales of 
values and behavioral norms of all schools, 2) the five subscales of values and 
behavioral norms of High-user RSDS schools and Low-user RSDS schools, 3) the 
Inclusivity Values Subscale and the Inclusivity Norms Subscales for all schools; 
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and, 4) the Inclusivity Values Subscale and the Inclusivity Norms Subscale for 
High-user RSDS schools and Low-user RSDS schools. 
Findings 
The study addressed eight research questions in an effort to determine the 
relative strength of the culture in schools implementing the RSDS. A summary 
of the findings for the first five research questions which examined values and 
norms of staff in all of the schools is provided below followed by a summary of 
the three research questions determined to examine the difference in High and 
Low-user RSDS schools. 
1. Motivation and Group Support values were very strong for staff in all 
schools. Enabling and Productivity values were also relatively strong 
among staff members. Inclusivity values were not strong. Motivation 
values were slightly stronger than Group Support values followed by 
Enabling, Productivity, and Inclusivity values. Significant differences 
were found between Group Support, Enabling, Productivity, Motivation, 
and Inclusivity values across the 43 schools. Post hoc procedures were not 
able to be used, but Inclusivity values were considerably lower than the 
other staff values. 
2. Group Support, Productivity, and Motivation norms were relatively 
strong in these schools. Enabling and Inclusivity norms were not as 
strong. Group Support, Productivity, and Motivation norms were at about 
the same level of strength. Enabling and Inclusivity norms were weakest 
in these schools. Significant differences were found between Group 
Support, Enabling, Productivity, Motivation, and Inclusivity norms across 
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the 43 schools. Post hoc procedures again could not be used; however, 
Inclusivity and Enabling norms were considerably lower than the other 
norms. 
3. Inclusivity values were significantly higher than Inclusivity norms across 
the 43 schools. Post hoc procedures were not necessary because only 
differences between two groups were measured. 
Three research questions were developed to determine if there were 
differences between values and norms in High-user RSDS schools and Low-user 
RSDS schools. The finding are reported below. 
4. No significant differences were found between Group Support, Enabling, 
Productivity, Motivation, and Inclusivity staff values in High-user and 
Low-user RSDS schools. 
5. No significant differences were found between Group Support, Enabling, 
Productivity, Motivation, and Inclusivity staff norms in High-user and 
Low-user RSDS schools. 
6. A culture gap was found between Inclusivity values and Inclusivity 
norms across the 43 schools with Inclusivity values being stronger. No 
significant difference was found between the gap in Inclusivity values and 
Inclusivity norms in High-user RSDS schools and the gap in Inclusivity 
values and Inclusivity norms in Low-user RSDS schools. 
Discussion 
The intent of the study was to determine: 1) if there are a specific set of 
values and norms associated with successful RSDS implementation, 2) the 
relative strength of specific values and norms in High-user and Low-user RSDS 
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schools, and 3) if there is a relationship between the culture of the school and 
success in the implementation of RSDS themes. The school culture audit was 
used to collect data to determine if the culture in these schools supported 
changes like those associated with the RSDS, or if the culture was not ready to 
support RSDS implementation. 
The relative strength of Group Support, Enabling, Productivity, and 
Motivation values and norms in the schools approximates the relatively strong 
values and norms of the schools examined by Taylor (1991). This is encouraging. 
Values such as respect, school pride, and caring are important if staff are to be 
motivated to meet the needs of all children. Belonging, collegiality, teamwork, 
support, and trust are also important in these schools implementing a complex 
change such as the RSDS. The norms reflecting these values, while not at the 
same level of strength as the values, are also relatively strong. This is also 
encouraging. The unique work of teachers, for example, necessitates that they 
respect and care for those they teach (Lortie, 1975). 
These values and norms support change. A culture for change is one in 
which staff support and enable each other (Fullan, 1982). It is one in which they 
respect one another and are proud of their accomplishments. For change to be 
accepted and become institutionalized, staff must feel there is a common mission 
and a team approach toward the accomplishment of high standards and 
increased levels of productivity. Staff will respond if they feel nurtured and 
appreciated. They, in turn, tend to model these values and behaviors for their 
students. 
Group Support, Enabling, Motivation, and Inclusivity values were 
stronger than norms. Productivity norms, however, exceeded Productivity 
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values. Results indicate staff's behaviors that lead to consumer satisfaction, as 
well as behaviors that reflect high expectations, responsibility, achievement 
orientation, value of learning time, and equity exceed their espoused values. 
Examples of these behaviors include staff meeting and working with parents, 
opposing lower grading standards which enable more students to pass, working 
on school improvement projects, and working towards the accomplishment of 
school goals. This is a surprising finding and difficult to explain. Staff appear to 
be behaving in a maimer that exceeds their values. Why are they exhibiting 
stronger behavior than their espoused values? Perhaps external rewards or 
punishment systems within these schools induce or pressure staff to do things 
beyond what they intrinsically value. Perhaps building or district administrators 
punish staff who do not behave in what they consider an appropriate manner. 
Perhaps they are praised by these administrators for doing things administrators 
value. Further research to determine why norms exceed espoused values may 
help clarify this finding. 
The difference between Group Support, Enabling, Motivation, and 
Inclusivity values and Group Support, Enabling, Motivation, and Inclusivity 
norms of staff are culture gaps. Culture gaps occur in an organization when 
there is a difference between what members of an organization value and what 
they actually do. Culture gaps can occur when organizations do not "practice 
what they preach." 
One recent example where an organization's actions matched their beliefs 
was at the Saturn car company that voluntarily recalled 352,767 cars, almost all of 
the cars it had previously made since its inception in 1990. The purpose of the 
recall was to replace, at no cost to customers, faulty wiring which had caused 
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engine fires in 34 cars. The recall cost Saturn approximately eight million 
dollars, but was excellent proof of Saturn's espoused value of customer 
satisfaction and service. In a follow-up survey of Saturn customers, 77% of 
customers interviewed had either a more favorable opinion towards the Saturn 
company, or their opinion had remain unchanged (Des Moines Register, August 
18,1993). 
The shortcomings of not matching behavior to values have been well 
documented (Peters and Waterman, 1982, Kilman, 1985). In schools, when staff 
verbally indicate a desire to implement school improvement and change 
strategies, but do little to actually change their behavior to incorporate these 
strategies there is a culture gap. Culture gaps are destructive in organizations, 
like schools, if left unattended. Efforts need to be taken to identify and reduce 
these gaps. Kilman (1985) suggests once culture gaps are identified, they can be 
reduced by members of the organization working together. He also suggests the 
gap can be reduced by having staff list current behavioral norms and desired 
norms and identifying where gaps exist. When staff become aware of these gaps 
and their shortcomings they can, through staff development and discussion, 
learn to change their behavior. When they become aware they have the power 
to alter their behavior, movement toward the new norms can begin to take place. 
Kilman further states that most culture gaps in organizations are found in 
task irmovation (e.g., being creative, change, looking for alternative ways to do 
things). In the current study this is similar to Enabling where the largest culture 
gap was found. The gap between Enabling values and norms was also reported 
in Taylor's study. Enabling deals with behaviors related to common purpose, 
risk taking, creativity, change orientation, leadership, and empowerment. This 
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is rather disappointing because many districts throughout the state have spent 
considerable money and time on staff development aimed at developing the 
mission and common purpose of the school, empowering teachers, and helping 
teachers understand change in order to promote a sense of ownership. It is 
disappointing that these Enabling norms have not changed. It is also not 
surprising because change is threatening and anxiety producing. 
It was disappointing to learn that Inclusivity values and norms are weaker 
than Group Support, Enabling, Productivity, and Motivation values and norms. 
Teachers apparently do not strongly believe in serving students in the least 
restrictive environment. Apparently, they feel labeling students and providing 
specific interventions through specialists is more preferable. Apparently, staff 
members also believe that segregating students by ability level provides a more 
effective learning environment. Whether they believe it is more effective for 
children or is more comfortable for them remains an open question. 
These relatively weak Inclusivity values give credence to caveats provided 
by those wary of the extent to which special education can be reformed (Coates, 
1989; Kauffman, Gerber, and Semmel, 1988; Kauffman, 1989; Lieberman, 1985; 
Mesinger, 1985). Coates (1989), for example, using a survey of ninety-four regular 
teachers from northwest Iowa found the group to be in disagreement with ideas 
being advanced by special education reformers advocating changes in service 
delivery similar to the RSDS. This does not auger well for the RSDS and other 
movements designed to maximize inclusion. Perhaps wholesale cultural change 
will be needed if we are to provide irmovative services to students with special 
needs. Even without wholesale change, more needs to be done to make school 
staffs responsive to inclusivity for change to be successful. Perhaps staff 
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development in the use of problem-solving assessment, working collaboratively 
with parents to understand their needs, and placement of students with special 
needs within the regular education classroom with educational supports (e.g., 
educational associate) would be helpful. These or other similar strategies will 
help staff actually implement important changes and behave in a maimer that 
supports inclusivity. 
It was unexpected that there were no differences between the values and 
norms of High-user and Low-user RSDS schools. These findings are puzzling. It 
seemed logical that the Inclusivity values and norms of staff would be stronger 
in the High-user RSDS schools than in the Low-user RSDS schools. One would 
think that those effectively using an innovation would develop norms stronger 
and supposedly more positive than a less effective users of the innovation. 
Given the unexpected results, it seems appropriate to examine possible causes for 
discordant findings. Cronbach and Meehl (1955) provide a framework for 
examining results discordant from original predictions. They suggest results be 
analyzed by examining the 1) theoretical network which generated the research 
hypotheses to see if it is correct; 2) instrumentation, to determine if it correctly 
assesses the construct variable; and 3) experimental design to see if it was faulty 
in testing the research hypotheses. Below is a description of that analyses. 
Theoretical assumptions of school culture and its association with change 
Research is a scientific process that frequently examines the relationships 
between concepts or constructs. These constructs are typically measured by 
instruments developed or selected by the researcher. For the instrument to 
validate the construct, the theoretical network must be sound. The object of this 
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study is school culture. There is considerable evidence that strong, cohesive 
cultures provide the opportunities for positive change, while weaker cultures 
undermine and minimize opportunities for change. Peters and Waterman 
(1982) found people within organizations make the difference and when the 
members of the organization come together to form a strong cohesive culture, 
the organization is better able to respond to change. Deal and Peterson (1990) and 
Fullan and Hargreaves (1991) suggest attempting a change without considering 
the impact on the culture of the organization can have serious repercussions. 
The theoretical orientation for this study was based on the overarching 
premise that school culture affects the extent to which change is achieved. It was 
also hypothesized that schools who have successfully implemented a strong 
inclusive culture would be more likely to have teachers who value success and 
believe in providing services to students in the least restrictive setting. It was 
assumed that their behaviors would reflect their beliefs. This was based on the 
notion that staff in a strong cohesive and inclusive culture would do whatever is 
necessary to meet the needs of all students, including even those with more 
diverse learning and behavioral needs. There is ample research to support this 
theoretical orientation (Stainback and Stainback, 1984; Wang, Rubenstein, and 
Reynold, 1985; Chalfant, VanDusen Pysh, and Moultrie, 1979; Johnson and 
Johnson, 1975; Huefner, 1988; Idol, Paolucci-Whitcomb, and Nevin, 1986; 
Hardman, McDonnell, and McDonnell, 1989). 
There is also support for the construct by those who study special 
education. Welch (1989) issued a warning to change agents within the field of 
special education. He warned that the new types of special education reform 
being advanced would not be successful if the reformers did not understand 
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school culture and the relationship with the change associated with special 
education innovations. He cited the implementation of the Education for All 
Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (Public Law 94-142) as a prime example of a 
major change forced upon practitioners without adequate preparation. The 
results of the initial implementation of the law were minimal because educators 
were resistant to integrating students with disabilities into regular education 
classrooms (Home, 1985). While additional reasons were cited to explain the 
difficulties with the implementation (Home, 1985; Jamieson, 1984), Welch 
maintains it was not the change imposed on the existing culture, but that the 
culture was not prepared to accept the change. 
For this study the change being investigated is the implementation of the 
RSDS. While the results of this study are not what was expected, it does not 
appear to be because of an unsound theoretical orientation. There is an 
abundance of literature supporting the relationship between the culture of an 
organization and the success of change. 
Instrumentation 
The independent and dependent variables in tliis study were measured by 
use of an instrument designed to assess the culture in schools. The culture of the 
schools was assessed by measuring espoused values and perceived norms of 
schools and implementing the RSDS. Prior to the administration of the school 
culture audit. High-user and Low-user RSDS schools were determined through 
the use of an instrument, the RSDS Implementation Survey. 
Measurement in both of these areas is challenging and complicated by 
three issues: 1) social desirability, 2) assessment of values through the use of a 
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written survey, and 3) the response mode utilized in the school culture audit. A 
discussion of these three issues as they may have influences on the conduct of 
this study is provided below. 
Social desirability. In this study. High-user and Low-user RSDS schools' 
staff norms of behavior were not as strong as their espoused values. The 
espoused values were so strong that their validity is questionable; it appears 
likely they are inflated. Explanations have been provided for this type of 
phenomenon. One such explanation emanates from research pertaining to the 
response effects "self-presentation" and "social desirability" (Pedhazur and 
Schmelkin, 1991; Sudman and Bradburn, 1974; Edwards, 1957; Brenner, 1981). 
Pedhazur and Schmelkin (1991) describe respondents who present themselves in 
a particular fashion, or in such a way as to make certain impressions on the 
researcher as engaging in "self-presentation." Sudman and Bradburn (1974) 
found inflated responses can be due in part to, "other things being equal, people 
acting in such a way as to reduce personal or social discomfort or to make as good 
an impression on other people as possible (p. 9). Sudman and Bradburn explain 
that in this form of self-presentation respondents provide responses which are 
"socially desirable." First proposed by Edwards (1957), social desirablility is the 
inclination of respondents to present themselves in a good light to the 
researcher. 
Because the school culture audit was being used in schools which had 
associated themselves with the RSDS, it is highly possible respondents chose to 
provide responses which would make them look good, or may have tried to 
provide responses the researcher desired or had hypothesized. Given many of 
the value statements in the audit, it is easy to understand why some of the 
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espoused inclusion values were strong. It is "socially correct" to indicate that 
educators ought to participate in a problems-solving approach for students with 
special needs particularly if no proof of the confirmation of their actual behavior 
is collected? What educator would not indicate we ought to educate all children 
in the least restrictive environment, or work collaboratively with parents, if the 
researcher had no way to follow-up and the respondent knew there was nothing 
more involved than completing a questionnaire? Providing socially desirable 
responses helps respondents answer in ways that are close to ideals and allows 
them to avoid any anxiety or discomfort, yet may not be reflective of their real 
beliefs (Sudman and Bradburn, 1974). In essence, perhaps the respondents were 
more intent on communicating they knew the "right way to think." 
Use of written surveys. The second issue related to instrumentation 
pertains to the assessment of values and norms through the use of a written 
survey. The school culture audit was designed to assess the values and norms of 
staffs within schools which had implemented the RSDS innovations. 
Assessment of values and norms of schools is complex and fraught with 
problems. Although several researchers have developed written survey 
instruments designed to assess culture (Hofstede and Bond, 1988; Kilmann and 
Saxton, 1983; Schneider, 1990, Tucker and McCoy, 1988; Taylor, 1991), there is still 
some question whether the information being gathered really reflects the 
organization's culture (Schein, 1992). 
Schein contends the information being gathered by surveys is more 
reflective of the organization's climate or norms than its values. This 
information is still important as it represents artifacts of the organization, but 
these artifacts still need to be interpreted and deciphered. Even after the artifacts 
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have been interpreted, Schein cautions the artifacts cannot be used by themselves 
to identify the culture of the organization. Schein maintains that an observer 
attempting to decipher the artifacts of an organization will project his or her own 
feelings and reactions to the artifacts. These interpretations may not reflect a true 
understanding of the organization since the observer has not spent much time 
zvithin the group. Schein suggests the longer the observer actually spends time 
with the group, the meaning of the artifacts becomes clearer. 
To better understand why it is difficult to measure values, it helps to 
understand what values "are" and what they "do" and thus, why they are 
difficult to measure. Milton Rokeach (1973) defines a value as an "enduring 
belief that a specific mode of conduct or end-state of existence is personally or 
socially preferable to an opposite or converse mode of conduct or end-state of 
existence" (p. 5). Kouzes and Pozner (1993) maintain that values "inform us of 
what to do and what not to do. They are the guiding principles in our lives with 
respect to the personal and social ends we desire" (p. 60). Values guide the 
conduct of staff in a variety of settings and allow staff to take positions on issues 
and interpret their own, as well as others' actions, beliefs, and attitudes. The 
"problem" with the measurement of values is they are complex and emotional. 
Asking respondents to express their values by providing a written statement and 
a five-point Likert scale may not be a valid way to accurately measure values. 
Schein (1992) also presents three additional concerns about the use of 
written surveys to obtain data related to culture. First, Schein contends it is 
difficult to use a questionnaire to assess numerous dimensions of a culture 
simply due to the potential length of the written document itself. Second, 
because they may be unable to develop questions about every dimension of a 
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culture researchers are forced to select areas which they hope will obtain data 
specific to the area of the culture they are studying. It is difficult to know if the 
areas selected truly provide insight into the culture. This may be the case in this 
study. The school culture audit used may not be sensitive enough, or assess 
those specific dimensions related to inclusion. Finally, Schein is skeptical that 
questiormaires given to members of the organization result in responses which 
accurately measure the values of the organization. He maintains it is difficult to 
know if respondents truly know the "big picture" of the organization. 
Schein (1992) maintains to understand the culture of an organization the 
researcher must become intimately involved in the organization itself, as 
opposed to using paper and pencil tests or questionnaires. This can be done 
through individual and group interviews with members of the organization and 
by observing day-to-day routines and interactions within the organization. 
Asking members to interpret certain observations gives the researcher a chance 
to test hypotheses about the organization. The researcher can get at the deeper 
shared basic assumptions of the group and its learning process. 
Response mode. The final instrumentation issue pertains to the response 
mode of the audit. It is possible the response mode used is not appropriate. 
Although the overall school results were similar to those found by Taylor (1991), 
and the school culture audit in its present form is able to detect larger cultural 
differences among staffs within schools, it may not be sensitive enough to detect 
some the RSDS cultural aspects. This could be because of the way the instrument 
is formatted. The intent of the questions is to ascertain behavioral norms of the 
schools in the study. Behavioral norms are the unwritten rules of behavior that 
influence how staff in these schools function. 
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The response mode for examining behavioral norms is designed to 
interpret respondents' views of another staff member's organizational behaviors. 
For example, respondents were asked what they would do "if a staff member in 
your school suggests some students with special education needs would be better 
served educationally by attending a different school than the one they would 
typically attend if not in special education, most other staff members would .. ." 
Respondents were provided a five point response range from "Approve and 
encourage it, " to " Disapprove and discourage it." This specific statement was 
reversed so the hypothesized response for staff members who are more receptive 
to inclusion would be to disapprove and discourage it as all children should be 
educated in their home school regardless of disability. Yet, it may be that 
respondents encouraging or approving or discouraging or disapproving 
responses may not be a valid measure of organizational norms. Perhaps it is 
more appropriate to ask them how many faculty members behave in a specific 
way or how many are actually doing things that constitute inclusion. In an 
attempt to focus on behavior rather than merely feelings, the instrument may 
have failed to capture those elusive norms. If questionnaires are to be used they 
should provide a response mode which would allow respondents more of an 
opportunity to provide information about the organization with regard to 
frequency, duration, and intensity of behaviors. Given the issues related of social 
desirability, uses of written surveys to assess espoused values and norms, and the 
response mode issue , it is quite likely then that failure to find desired results was 
a function of the instrument used. 
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Experimental design 
Issues related to the experimental design of the study pertain to 
assignment of schools to RSDS user groups, attrition and/or experimental 
treatment diffusion, and the length of implementation. These issues are 
discussed below. 
Assignment of schools. If one is to reach valid conclusions about the 
differences between RSDS-user schools after the implementation of the 
innovations there must truly be differences between High-user RSDS and Low-
user RSDS schools prior to the administration of the school culture audit. 
Schools were assigned to two groups based on the response of building 
administrators to the RSDS Implementation Survey, a 26-item questionnaire 
using a six-point Likert scale. This instrument was designed to determine if 
schools had implemented changes associated with the cornerstone themes of the 
RSDS. It was completed eighteen months after the area education agency where 
the school was located was given permission by the Iowa Department of 
Education to begin implementation of the RSDS. 
Responses to the survey were based on perceptions of the building 
administrators who may have provided socially or politically desirable 
responses. Building administrators are no different than teachers in that they do 
not want to look bad. Politically correct responses are preferable to 
embarrassment or social rejection. Perhaps fear of retribution or disapproval 
may have caused building administrators to provide not only socially desirable 
responses, but responses that were politically desirable as well. Perhaps some 
administrators felt it was politically correct to report high use of the RSDS 
innovations. It is possible that those who did are not high users. 
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There are other possibilities. Administrators may have provided 
responses which were not representative of what was going on in their buildings 
because they simply did not know how well the RSDS was going in their 
building. After all, this change was only aimed at approximately 8-12% of their 
students. They may have left it up to one or two of their special education 
teachers to do this "project." They may also not participate in special education 
staffings and therefore are not knowledgeable about the changes in assessment or 
monitoring practices. 
Finally, the administrators may have been undecided as to their school's 
effectiveness in implementing the RSDS. This may have caused their school to 
be erroneously included in the High or Low-user group. 
Attrition of staff/experimental treatment diffusion. Possible internal 
validity threats encountered in this study could pertain to attrition and 
experimental treatment diffusion. It is possible there was considerable attrition 
of school staff members between the time the RSDS innovations were 
implemented and the eighteen months when the school culture audit was 
administered. Changes in special education or regular education staff also may 
have affected the delivery of special education services if the new special 
education staff members were not supportive of the innovations. It is also 
possible that staff members in Low-user RSDS schools may have attended 
meetings where High-user schools' staff were present and were sharing some of 
what was occurring as a result of their irmovations. Not wanting to appear to be 
seen as non-progressive, staff may have responded to the audit with politically 
correct answers, or attempted to implement the irmovations on a much smaller 
scale (i.e., within a single classroom versus an entire school). 
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Length of implementation. Finally, the length of time the innovations 
had been implemented may be a factor. These data were collected as part of the 
mid-implementation data cycle for the Bureau of Special Education. Although it 
had been eighteen months since approval had been given to begin the 
implementation of the RSDS innovations, there could have been a delay from 
when staff development opportunities which provided training in the 
implementation of the irmovations. This would mean some schools had not 
been actively involved in RSDS for a full eighteen months. There simply may 
have not been a sufficient amount of time to change the culture of the schools. 
Summary 
It appears the theoretical orientation for the study was sound, however the 
study may have been effected by problems in instrumentation and experimental 
design. Specifically, instrumentation problems appeared to be related to social 
desirability and the use of a written survey to measure values and norms. It is 
also questionable whether the use of a written survey is appropriate to ascertain 
real values of school staff. An ethnographic approach for gathering this type of 
information may be needed. Problems in how schools were assigned to High 
and Low-user RSDS school groups, attrition of staff, and the length of 
implementation of the RSDS innovations may also have caused the results to be 
unfavorable to those predicted. 
One might wonder how these measurement problems occurred. Was it 
ignorance or sloppy thinking? What other explanations are possible? In truth, 
the use of Taylor's instrument was neither foolish or sloppy. Kilman (1992) 
maintains that norms can be measured by written survey and has done so in 
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many organizations. He is one of the two most highly respected experts on 
organizational culture in America. Schein is the other. This researcher had read 
Schein's work and considered his point of view. I chose BCilmarm's instrument 
approach because it seemed logical and because it appeared to be an appropriate 
instrument given the purpose of my study. I was also influenced by the 
relatively high reliability coefficients obtained by Taylor and the validation by an 
expert panel of the instrument for use in schools. In truth, I am not rejecting the 
use of written surveys to measure culture because of the disparate results. The 
disparate results have caused me to think more deeply about the measurement 
of culture and to see the strength of Schein's arguments. As for the selection of 
the High-user schools, I have learned that this is risky business. I address this in 
the recommendations for further research. 
Limitations 
1. A relatively small sample of schools was obtained from each of the initial 
four area education agencies involved with the RSDS. Caution should be 
used in interpreting the results of this sample and generalizing the 
information to the population as a whole. 
2. Caution should be used in interpreting the data which assesses cultures of 
schools based on the implementation of single innovation associated with 
a small percentage of the total schools' population. 
3. The length of the implementation of the RSDS innovations may not have 
been sufficient to ascertain what effects, if any, they had on the culture of 
the schools. 
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Recommendations for Further Research 
Implications for further research are embedded in the discussion. Futher 
research in special education innovations should consider the recommendations 
below. 
1. A more systematic process should be used to determine High-user and 
Low-user RSDS schools. This should be done by having observers go into 
schools and use predetermined criteria to assess level of use of RSDS 
innovations by school personnel. 
2. It is also recommended that a more ethnographic approach be used in the 
study of schools where the RSDS has been both successful and 
unsuccessful. This could be done by having an observer spend time in 
High-user and Low-user RSDS schools. The observer could conduct large 
and small group interviews, as well as individual discussions with staff 
members to ascertain information which would give the observer insight 
into the real values and behavioral norms of the organization. Artifacts 
could be observed and studied which would help the observer decipher 
and interpret the data gathered to better understand the culture of the 
schools where the RSDS is either successful or unsuccessful. 
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Renewed Service Delivery System Implementation Survey 
It has been approximately 18 months since your area education agency was 
approved by the Iowa Department of Education to be a trial site in the Renewed 
Service Delivery System (RSDS). The RSDS is designed to assist how local school 
districts and area education agencies can be empowered to serve students with 
diverse learning and behavioral needs in alternative ways. 
As part of the initial approval process, trial site area education agencies agreed to 
gather data periodically on the implementation of the major themes being 
advanced by the RSDS. These major themes were generated through discussions 
with administrators; support service personnel; regular, compensatory, and 
special education teachers; parents; and advocacy group representatives. 
The intent of this brief survey is to determine the progress toward the 
implementation themes. It is appropriate for buildings within trial sites to move 
toward the institutionalization of the major themes of RSDS at different rates so 
please do not view this survey as a check-up. The results will be kept 
confidential. 
This survey should be completed by the building principal. The results will be 
used to determine future implementation/staff development activities, as well 
as streamline future data collection efforts. Thank you for your time and 
cooperation in this matter. 
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Renewed Service Delivery System Implementation Survey 
Please complete the following items which pertain to elements being advanced by local school 
districts and area education agencies as part of the Renewed Sen/ice Delivery System (RSDS) which 
is intended to provide alternative methods in providing services to students with diverse learning and 
behavioral needs. Please complete these items with the actions at this time of your building 
personnel in mind. Please circle the number on each Likert scale below each questions which bests 
represents your perception. Thank you for your time. 
1. Regarding the inten/entions/activities that are provided prior to a student being considered for 
special education eligibility or placement, do these interventions/activities have the following 
characteristics? 
a. A clear and concise written behavioral definition which delineates the problem in a way that others 
will recognize the behavior when given the opportunity to observe (i.e., know when it starts, when 
it ends, and be able to quantify the behavior). 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
not included very few almost always 
b. The behavior is defined in a way that it can be measured directly (i.e., the behavior can be 
counted/timed in some way such as frequency counts, number of errors, number of completed 
problems, duration, intensity). 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
not included very few almost always 
c. A step-by-step plan on how and when the intervention is to be implemented. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
not included very few almost always 
d. The intervention plan is implemented as intended. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
not included very few almost always 
e. The progress of the student toward a specified goal is monitored during the intervention. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
not included very few almost always 
f. A comparison of pre-intervention student performance is made with post-intervention student 
performance. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
not included very few almost always 
2. To what extent is the usual outcome of assessments used for special education eligibility or 
placement result in: 
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the identification of internal student attributes (e.g., student is learning disabled, behaviorally 
disordered) 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
not at all very little almost always 
the identification of changes in the environment that will be the basis of the interventions (e.g., 
alternative teaching strategies, reinforcement contingencies) 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
not at all very little almost always 
To what degree is the primary method of student assessment for special education evaluations 
where special education placement is considered, based upon; [answer (a) and (b)] 
standardized testing with an emphasis on individual student ability and achievement scores (e.g., 
IQ tests, Woodcock-Johnson) 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
not at all very little almost always 
direct measures of performance in the classroom or other school environments, such as 
observations, looking at work samples, changes in behavior over time, etc. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
not at all very little almost always 
To what extent do you see the following groups of teachers providing separate services to 
students with diverse learning and behavioral needs; specifically in the following combinations; 
regular education teachers and special education teachers 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
not at all very little almost always 
special education teachers and compensatory education teachers (e.g.. Chapter I, ESL) 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
not at all very little almost always 
regular education teachers and compensatory education teachers (e.g.. Chapter I, ESL) 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
not at all very little almost always 
To what extent do you see new interventions/ideas, not previously used in this building, being 
attempted to meet the needs of students with diverse learning and behavioral needs? 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
not at all very little almost always 
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6. To what extent are the services of special education teachers provided to students with special 
education needs in regular education classrooms? 
0 1 2 
not provided very little almost always 
7. Please rank order the systematic progress monitoring procedures being used for students 
receiving special education services who are experiencing: [answer (a) and (b) separately, with a 
rank of 1=most used, 2=second most used, etc.] 
a. academic problems 
graphing of student progress 
use of permanent products (daily work) 
Other (please specify & rank) 
b. non-academic problems 
graphing of student progress 
frequency counts of specific behavior 
Other (please specify & rank) 
use of pre- and post-tests at the time 
of annual reviews 
use of curriculum based 
measurement procedures 
(e.g., words read correctly per 
minute, counting digits correct, 
correct letter sequences written ) 
self-report 
behavior rating scales 
8. Keeping your responses to #7 in mind, how often do you see graphs that reflect the progress of 
special education students over several weeks of intervention/instruction? 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
not at all very little almost always 
9. To what extent does your building plan provide a means to integrate services to prevent learning 
and behavioral problems, to provide interventions to non-identified students in regular education, 
intervene with crisis situations when they arise, and provide assistance to students with special 
needs in alternative ways than previously attempted? 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
no plan meets few needs meets needs 
When special interventions are designed for students with special needs, are parents involved in 
the following components of the intervention? 
The design of the intervention to be used with their child. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
not involved little involved involved 
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b. The implementation of the intervention itself. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
not involved little involved involved 
c. The evaluation of the intervention. 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
not involved little involved involved 
11. Is there a strong match between the present staff development activities available to the building 
staff and the components covered in the previous questions? 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
no match little match match 
12. To what extent are outcome criteria statements delineated which indicate expected levels of 
student performance when the special education services are completed? 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
not stated rarely stated always stated 
13. To what extent are systematic plans developed to foster effective transitions for special 
education students in your building (e.g., preschool to elementary, elementary to middle, middle 
to secondary, secondary to post-school environments)? 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
not developed rarely always developed 
14. To what extent are these systematic transition plans effective? 
0 1 2 3 4 5 
not effective little effective effective 
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May 15,1991 
Dear «principal»: 
Two years ago the area education agency (AEA) in which your elementary 
building is located was approved to become a trial site in the Renewed Service 
Delivery System (RSDS). RSDS is a statewide effort which is examining how 
local school districts can provide services to students with special education 
needs in alternative ways. 
Recently you, and an AEA support service provider who is assigned to your 
building, completed a brief survey on the current use of the major RSDS themes 
in your building. It is due to your responses and prompt return of the survey 
that your building has been selected to complete the final phase of the RSDS 
mid-implementation evaluation procedures. 
Based on the responses in the earlier survey, I am confident that certain beliefs, 
values, and behavioral norms are present in buildings where high use of the 
RSDS themes exist. By analyzing these beliefs, values, and behavioral norms, or 
examining the culture of your school, your school and others across Iowa can be 
provided with key information on what needs to be present to have success in 
providing instruction to students with special education needs in alternative 
ways. 
A conscientious decision was made to discontinue the extensive data collection 
efforts which were conducted with you and your staff two years ago during the 
RSDS baseline data collection phase. In lieu of that type of effort where we 
assessed lEPs, progress monitoring, parent involvement, building plans, 
interventions, and principal /superintendent involvement, I am asking that you 
give me a portion of your time for two days. 
To analyze the culture of your school appropriately, the information must be 
collected as late in the school year as possible. To do this I would ask your as­
sistance in distributing the blue version of the enclosed survey to your regular 
education teachers and the green version of the survey to your special education 
teachers. Sufficient numbers of the survey have been provided based on the 
number of staff which was reported on the BEDS document to the Department of 
Education. The white copy of the survey is for you to complete. 
I realize that your school year is ending in the next few days, however, it is vital 
that the enclosed surveys be completed and returned. Since the culture of 
100 
elementary schools and their relationship to RSDS are being examined, it is key 
that a high return rate in your elementary building be obtained. 
Therefore, I would ask your indulgence by putting the survey in the hands of 
each teacher and ask them to return it to you the next day. I have found simply 
placing the surveys in the mailbox of the teachers will lengthen the process 
considerably, reduce the return rate, and take more of your time. The survey 
should take less than ten minutes to complete. At the end of the next day, 
please collect all of the surveys and place them in the envelope provided and 
mail it immediately. If this happens, there will be no need for follow-up letters, 
telephone calls, or other types of contacts. 
I realize the many things which administrators and staff must do to bring a 
successful school year to an end. I would not ask your assistance if it was not 
essential. If I can answer any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at 
515/281-5795. If you would like a profile of your building, I would be glad to 
provide it to you upon completion of the data analysis. Thank you for your time 
and assistance in completing this important task. 
Sincerely, 
Greg A. Robinson, Consultant 
Bureau of Special Education 
IOWA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
Enclosures 
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THIS IS AN IMPORTANT BELIEF 
OR VALUE 
1 
STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 
-% 
DISAGREE 
T •• 
UNDECIDED 
1— 
AGREE 
S 
STRONGLY 
AGREE 
1. Staff and leaders should utilize 
rewards and praise to recognize 
achievements of others. 
1 2 3 4 5 
2. Staff members should be treated in a 
manner that incorporates them into 
the school community. 
1 2 3 4 5 
3. Staff members should believe all 
children, regardless of functioning 
level, should be provided equal 
opportunity to learn. 
1 2 3 4 5 
4. School staff, through their actions, 
should treat each other as valuable, 
contributing individuals and 
educators. 
1 2 3 4 5 
5. The physical setting should provide 
visual reminders of the important 
beliefs and values of the school and 
staff. 
1 2 3 4 5 
6. Staff members should actively share, 
help, and support each other. 1 2 3 4 5 
7. Staff members do not need to work 
together to achieve desired results. 1 2 3 4 5 
8. Staff members should use common 
terms and phrases when discussing 
matters relating to effective 
schooling. 
1 2 3 4 5 
9. Staff members should strive to serve 
the interests and needs of all 
students with special education needs 
so they may attend the same school 
they would if not in special 
education. 
1 2 3 4 5 
10. Staff members do not need to have 
and know a shared vision about the 
major purpose of the school. 
1 2 3 4 5 
11. Staff members should strive to serve 
the interests and needs of the 
students, parents, and community 
members. 
1 2 3 4 5 
THIS IS AN IMPORTANT BELIEF 
OR VALUE 
1 
STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 
x 
DISAGREE 
i 
UNDECIDED 
4 
AGREE 
t> 
STRONGLY 
AGREE 
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THIS IS AN IMPORTANT BELIEF 
OR VALUE 
1 
STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 
: 
DISAGREE 
8 
UNDECmED 
4 
AGREE 
B 
STRONGLY 
AGREE 
12. Staff members should be able to 
control and affect the learning 
environment in a positive manner. 
1 2 3 4 5 
13. Staff members should be willing to try 
new ways of doing things to improve 
the school. 
1 2 3 4 5 
14. Staff members should use assessment 
techniques or strategies which 
provide useful information for use in 
making better instructional decisions. 
1 2 3 4 5 
15. Innovative ideas and approaches 
should be frequently discussed by 
staff members. 
1 2 3 4 5 
16. Positive role models within the school 
should be highly respected. 1 2 3 4 5 
17. It is not necessary for staff members 
to clearly communicate to students 
and others the need to meet or 
exceed high and explicit expectations 
for achievement and behavior. 
1 2 3 4 6 
18. Staff members should make every 
effort to ensure that parents play an 
integral part in all aspects of their 
child's special education program. 
1 2 3 4 5 
19. High and explicit standards of 
student performance should be 
maintained by staff members. 
1 2 3 4 5 
20. Staff members should take ownership 
for what occurs in the school. 1 2 3 4 5 
21. Staff members do not need to take 
ownership for the results that occur 
in the school.. 
1 2 3 4 5 
22. Staff members, at times, should be 
able to disagree respectfully on 
important issues. 
1 2 3 4 5 
THIS IS AN IMPORTANT BELIEF 
OR VALUE 
1 
STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 
Ï 
DISAGREE 
s 
UNDECmED 
4 
AGREE 
s 
STRONGLY 
AGREE 
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THIS IS AN IMPORTANT BELIEF 
OR VALUE 
1 
SmONGLY 
DISAGREE 
i  
DISAGREE 
8 
UNDECmED 
i '  •  
AGREE 
li 
STRONGLY 
AGREE 
23. Staff members believe placing 
students in special education should 
be based upon meeting specific 
instructional and/or behavioral needs 
rather than being identified and 
labeled as having a specific disability 
and therefore eligible for special 
education. 
1 2 3 4 6 
24. Staff members should strive for 
change to reach personal, professional 
and organizational goals. 
1 2 3 4 5 
25. Formal and informal leaders should 
help others see the way to do the 
right things to facilitate moving the 
school forward. 
1 2 3 4 5 
26. Staff members believe instruction for 
all students should be provided in the 
regular education classroom. 
1 2 3 4 5 
27. Key people in the school should 
consistently exhibit behavior that 
supports the goals of the school. 
1 2 3 4 5 
28. Informal conversations and 
interactions concerning the school 
should be positive and achievement 
oriented. 
1 2 3 4 5 
29. Staff members should express and 
demonstrate positive feelings about 
the school. 
1 2 3 4 5 
30. Staff members should strive to use 
the financial resources of the school 
organization wisely. 
1 2 3 4 5 
31. Staff members should be given power 
to make important decisions about the 
school. 
1 2 3 4 5 
32. Staff behaviors value the use of 
school time for enhancing learning. 1 2 3 4 5 
33. Colleagues and leaders should provide 
assistance needed to support other 
staff members. 
1 2 3 4 5 
THIS IS AN IMPORTANT BELIEF 
OR VALUE 
1 
STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 
% 
DISAGREE 
a  
UNDECIDED 
4  
AGREE 
s 
STRONGLY 
AGREE 
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THIS IS AN IMPORTANT BELIEF 
OR VALUE 
1 
STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 
2 
DISAGREE 
s 
UNDECmED 
4 
AGREE 
s 
STRONGLY 
AGREE 
34. Stair members should strive for 
professional improvement for the 
purpose of improving learning for 
students. 
1 2 3 4 5 
35. It is not necessary for staff members 
to frequently gather and monitor data 
on student progress to ensure most 
effective instructional decision­
making for students in special 
education. 
1 2 3 4 5 
36. Staff members should demonstrate 
their trust for other members of the 
school. 
1 2 3 4 5 
37. Staff members, through their actions, 
should strive to achieve important 
school goals. 
1 2 3 4 5 
38. It is not necessary for staff members 
to show concern and interest in the 
welfare of all students and others in 
the school. 
1 2 3 4 5 
39. Staff members should treat all 
students alike in terms of rewards and 
sanctions received for similar 
behaviors and results. 
1 2 3 4 5 
Part II (items 40-78): Please circle the number of the response that most 
accurately reflects how most other staff members in your school would react if 
another staff member was to suggest or exhibit the behavior described. 
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1 DISAPPROVE A 
DISCOURAGE 
IT 
i DISAPPROVE 
BUT DO NOntlNGTO 
DISCOURAGE 
IT 
3-CONSIDERIT 
NOT IMPORTANT 
3 APPROVE BUT 
DONOnnNO TO 
ENCOURAGE 
rr 
APPROVE* 
ENCOURAGE IT 
40. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: another staff 
member be recognized for good effort 
or achievement, most other staff 
members would. . . 
1 2 3 4 5 
41. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: a plan to 
make each staff member feel they are 
an important part of the school 
community, most other staff members 
would . . . 
1 2 3 4 5 
42. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: less time and 
resources should be allocated for 
students with special education 
needs, most other staff members 
would. . . 
1 2 3 4 5 
43. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: another staff 
member be treated with disrespect, 
most other staff members would. . . 
1 2 3 4 5 
44. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: posters be 
displayed that promote pride and high 
expectations, most other staff 
members would.. . 
1 2 3 4 5 
45. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: a network be 
formed to share instructional 
information and ideas and to provide 
support to help each other, most 
other staff members would. . . 
1 2 3 4 5 
46. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: staff refuse to 
work with other members of the staff, 
most other staff members would.. . 
1 2 3 4 5 
47. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: a need for 
other staff members to use common 
terms and language when discussing 
matters related to schooling, most 
other staff members would. . . 
1 2 3 4 5 
•" 1 DISAPPROVE* 
DISCOURAGE 
IT 
s 
DISAPPROVE 
BUT DO 
NOnilNGTO DISCOURAGE 
IT 
S CONSIDER rr 
NOT IMPORTANT 
- À " ' 
APPROVE BUT 
DONonnNa 
TO 
ENCOURAGE 
IT 
£ APPROVE* 
ENCOURAGE IT 
Î 3 S 3 g DISAPPROVE* DISAPPROVE CONSIDER rr APPROVE BUT APPROVE * DISCOURAGE BUT DO NOT DO NOTHING ENCOURAGE IT 
IT NOnilNGTO IMPORTANT TO DISCOURAGE ENCOURAGE 
IT IT 
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48. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: some students 
with special education needs would be 
better served educationally by 
attending a different school than the 
one they would typically attend if not 
in special education, most other staff 
members would. . . 
1 2 3 4 5 
49. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: conducting a 
survey to determine if there is 
agreement on the common purpose of 
the school, most other staff members 
would. . . 
1 2 3 4 5 
50. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: refusing to 
meet with parents to share 
information, most other staff members 
would . . . 
1 2 3 4 5 
51. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: a plan for 
staff members to accept responsibility 
equal to the principal for managing 
the learning environment, most other 
staff members would .., 
1 2 3 4 5 
52. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: trying a risky 
school improvement approach that has 
much promise, most other staff 
members would. . . 
1 2 3 4 5 
53. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: staff members 
should use problem-solving 
assessment techniques or strategies 
which provide useful information in 
making instructional decisions for 
students with special education 
needs, most other staff members 
would. . . 
1 2 3 4 5 
54. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: a 
brainstorming session to explore ideas 
and approaches to improve the school, 
most other staff members would. . . 
1 2 3 4 5 
DiSAPPnovEa 
DISCOURAOB 
IT 
i Dl&VPPROVE BUT DO 
NOTHING TO DISCOURAGE 
IT 
A CONSIDER IT NOT 
IMPORTANT 
À 
APPROVE BUT DONOIHINO 
TO ENCOURAGE 
IT 
t 
APPROVE* ENCOURAGE IT 
DISAPPROVE A 
DISCOURAGE IT 
a DISAPPROVE 
BUT DO NOnnNOTO 
DISCOURAGE 
IT 
8 CONSIDER IT 
NOT 
IMPORTANT 
APPROVE DUT 
DO Non UNO TO 
ENCOURAGE 
IT 
APPROVE A 
ENCOURAGE IT 
55. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: or makes a 
plea for recognizing a staff member 
who spends weekends tutoring 
students who need help, most other 
staff members would... 
1 2 3 4 5 
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56. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: due to 
increasing number of student failures 
the school's grading standards be 
lowered, most other staff members 
would. . . 
1 2 3 4 5 
57. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: staff should 
have as much parent involvement in 
the design, implementation, and 
monitoring of programs for students 
in special education as possible, most 
other staff members would. .. 
1 2 3 
I 
4 5 
68. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: giving passing 
grades to undeserving students, most 
other staff members would. . . 
1 2 3 4 5 
59. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: staff work on 
a project to improve the school, most 
other staff members would. . . 
1 2 3 4 5 
60. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: students, 
parents and others are not the cause 
of a lack in student achievement in 
the school, most other staff members 
would. . . 
1 2 3 4 5 
61. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: it is 
acceptable to disagree, respectfully, 
with other staff most other staff 
members would. .. 
1 2 3 4 5 
62. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: students not 
be classified for special education by 
disability level or label, most other 
staff members would. .. 
1 2 3 4 6 
1 
DISAPPROVE A 
DISCOURAQE 
IT 
: 
DISAPPROVE 
BUT DO 
NOirUNOTO 
DIBCOURAOE 
IT 
S 
CONSIDER IT 
NOT 
IMPORTANT 
1 
APPROVE BUT 
DONOnONG 
TO 
ENCOURAGE 
IT 
1 
APPROVE A 
ENCOURAGE IT 
DISAPPROVE A 
DISCOURAGE 
IT 
S 
DISAPPROVE 
BUT DO 
NOnnNOTO 
DISCOURAGE 
IT 
a 
CONSIDER IT 
NOT 
IMPORTANT 
APPROVE BUT 
DO NOnn.NG 
TO 
ENCOURAGE 
IT 
fi 
APPROVE A 
ENCOURAGE IT 
63. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: staff will not 
participate in a worthwhile school-
wide improvement initiative, most 
other staff members would. . . 
1 2 3 4 5 
64. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: he or she will 
not accept responsibility for 
leadership of an important school 
improvement initiative, most other 
staff members would. .. 
1 2 3 4 6 
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65. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: fewer 
students be placed in spocial 
education classrooms and additional 
support for these students could be 
provided in the regular education 
classroom, most other staff members 
would. . . 
1 2 3 4 5 
66. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: concern 
because positive behaviors are not 
being modeled, most other staff 
members would... 
1 2 3 4 5 
67. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS; it is 
acceptable to malign the school 
during informal conversations and 
interactions with others, most other 
staff members would. .. 
1 2 3 4 5 
68. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: a school pride 
week, most other staff members 
would. . . 
1 2 3 4 5 
69. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: district 
resources are being spent in a wise 
manner, most other staff members 
would. . . 
1 2 3 4 5 
70. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: the need for 
greater latitude in individual 
decision-making responsibilities, most 
other staff members would. . . 
1 2 3 4 5 
...... J 
DtaAPPROVE* 
DISCOURAGE 
IT 
' s 
DISAPPROVE 
BUT DO 
NOIsnNOTO 
DIBCOURAGE 
IT 
"fl 
CONSIDER rr 
NOT 
IMPORTANT 
'4""" ' 
APPROVE BUT 
DONOnnNG 
TO 
ENCOURAGE 
IT 
& 
APPROVE* 
ENCOURAGE IT 
1 
DISAPPROVE 4 
DISCOURAGE 
IT 
U 
DISAPPROVE 
BUT DO 
NOTHING TO 
DISCOURAGE 
IT 
H 
CONSIDER IT 
NOT 
IMPORTANT 
À 
APPROVE BUT 
DONOnnNO 
TO 
ENCOURAGE 
IT 
k 
APPROVE* 
ENCOURAGE IT 
71. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: he or she has 
been starting classes late and ending 
them early (and others know it), most 
other staff members would. . . 
1 2 3 4 5 
72. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: he or she 
failed to help a colleague in need, 
most other staff members would. . . 
1 2 3 4 5 
73. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: he or she are 
failing to develop himself or herself 
professionally, most other staff 
members would. . . 
1 2 3 4 5 
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74. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: teachers 
should initiate or increase the use of 
procedures, such as gathering student 
work samples, to evaluate student 
progress throughout the year, most 
other staff members would. . . 
1 2 3 4 5 
75. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: or makes a 
plea that staff members demonstrate 
their trust for other members of the 
school, most other staff members 
would. . . 
1 2 3 4 5 
76. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: the school 
goals are appropriate most other staff 
members would. . . 
1 2 3 4 5 
77. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: there has 
been insensitivity to a student or 
another staff member, most other staff 
members would... 
1 2 3 4 5 
78. IF A STAFF MEMBER IN YOUR 
SCHOOL SUGGESTS: instruction 
should focus primarily on the more 
talented students in his or her 
classes, most other staff members 
would. . . 
1 2 3 4 5 
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AEA District Building # Principal 
High-user RSDS schools 
3 Burt Burt 103 Brenda Saxtong 
3 Harris-Lake Park Harris-Lake Park 159 Judith Brueggeman 
3 Mallard Mallard 95 Ronald Larson 
3 Sentral Sentral 133 Brenda Saxton 
3 Spencer Lincoln 392 George Kruger 
6 BGM BGM 348 Mark Lawler 
6 Green Mountain GMG 214 Kenn Wathen 
6 Grinnell-Newburg Bailey Park 256 Gerald Hagen 
6 Marshalltown Glick 232 Julia Messersmith 
13 Council Bluffs Pusey 255 Mary Dickerson 
13 Griswold Griswold 383 Jay Hoogeveen 
13 Tri-Center Tri-Center 394 James Wright 
13 Walnut Walnut 142 Warren Winterhof 
15 Centerville Lakeview 424 Fred Thomas 
15 Harmony Bonaparte 229 Joseph Crozier 
15 Hedrick Hedrick 152 Jerry Huston 
15 Ottumwa Agassiz 410 Kevin Farmer 
15 Ottumwa Eisenhower 244 Robert Snell 
15 Pekin Pekin 428 Sam Ritchie 
15 Van Buren Van Buren-Stockport 193 Jacqueline Ebeling 
15 Wayne Corydon 295 Nancy Halferty 
Low-user RSDS schools 
3 Algona Bertha Godfrey 263 Blair Redenius 
3 Algona Bryant 158 Blair Redenius 
3 Algona Lucia Wallace 246 Bruce Amendt 
3 Ruthven-Ayrshire Ruthven-Ayrshire 163 Edward Bleeker 
3 South Clay South Clay 125 Lawrence Stegge Jr. 
6 Ackley-Geneva Ackley-Geneva 307 Theodore Slack 
6 Marshalltown Franklin 311 Duane Meyer 
6 Marshalltown Woodbuiy 346 Melvin Schuchmann 
6 Radcliffe Radcliffe-Hubbard 289 Larry Fudge 
6 Semco Laurel 111 Charles Loerwald 
13 Anita Anita 226 Dannie Crozier 
13 Atlantic Washington 582 Gail Casey 
13 Council Bluffs Lewis & Clark 201 Joy Stein 
13 Farragut Farragut 213 Richard Ewall 
13 Shenandoah Lowell 100 Glen Adkins 
15 Blakesburg Blakesburg 132 Connie Maxson 
15 Fairfield Washington 322 Dwain Dooley 
15 Oskaloosa Jefferson 266 John Bowker 
15 Oskaloosa Webster 350 Neal Hadden 
113 
15 Ottumwa Horace Mann 254 Jess Terrell 
15 Ottumwa Pickwick 224 Ron Roggentien 
15 Tri-County Thomburg 122 Max Wolf 
